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1. Our Concern . From the day of President Kennedy's assassination on, 
there has been speculation about the responsibility for his murder. Although 
this was stemmed for a time by the Warren Commission report (which appeared at 
the end of September 196U), various writers have now had time to scan the 
Commission's published report and documents for new pretexts for questioning, 
and there has been a new wave of books and articles criticizing the Commission's 
findings. In most cases the critics have speculated as to the existence of some 
kind of conspiracy, and often they have implied that the Commission itself was 
involved. Presumably as a result of the increasing challenge to the Warren 
Commission's Report, a public opinion poll recently indicated that U6% of tbp 
American public did not think that Oswald acted alone, while more than half of 
those polled thought that the Commission had left some questions unresolved. 
Doubtless polls abroad would show similar, or possibly more adverse, results. 
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2. This trend of opinion is a matter of concern to the U.S. government, 
including our organization. The members of the Warren Commission were naturally 
chosen for their integrity, experience, and prominence. They represented both 
major parties, and they and their staff were deliberately drawn from all sections 
of the country. Just because of the standing of the Commissioners, efforts to 
impugn their rectitude and wisdom tend to cast doubt on the whole leadership of 
American society. Moreover, there seems to be an increasing tendency to hint 
that President Johnson himself, as the one person who might be said to have 
benefited, was in some way responsible for the assassination. Innuendo of 
such seriousness affects not only the individual concerned, but also the whole 
reputation of the American government. Our organization itself is directly 
involved: among other facts, we contributed information to the investigation. 
Conspiracy theories have frequently thrown suspicion on our organization, for 
example by falsely alleging that Lee Harvey Oswald worked for us. The aim of 
this dispatch is to provide material for countering and discrediting the claims 
of the conspiracy theorists, so as to inhibit the circulation of such claims in 
other countries. Background information is supplied in a classified section and 
in a number of unclassified attachments. ' 


3. Action . We do not recommend that discussion of the assassination ques- 
be initiated where it is not already taking place. Where discussion__is 

ssees are requested: 
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a. To discuss the publicity problem with liaison and friendly elite contacts 
.(especially politicians and editors), pointing out that the Warren Commission 

. made as thorough an investigation as humanly possible, that the charges of the 
critics are without serious foundation, and that further speculative discussion 
only plays into the hands of the opposition. Point out also that parts of the 
conspiracy talk appear to be deliberately generated by Communist propagandists. 
Urge them to use their influence to discourage unfounded and irresponsible 
speculation. 

b. To employ propaganda assets to answer and refute the attacks of the 
critics. Book reviews and feature articles are particularly appropriate for 
this purpose. The unclassified attachments to this guidance should provide 
useful background material for passage to assets. Our play should point out, 
as applicable, that the critics are (i) wedded to theories adopted before the 
evidence was in, (ii) politically interested, (iii) financially interested, (iv) 
hasty and inaccurate in their research, or (v) infatuated with their own theories 
In the course of discussions of the whole phenomenon of criticism, a useful 
strategy may be to single out Epstein's theory for attack, using the attached 
Fletcher Knebel article and Spectator piece for background. (Although Mark 
Lane's book is much less convincing than Epstein's and comes off badly where 
contested by knowledgeable critics, it is also much more difficult to answer 

as a whole, as one becomes lost in a morass of unrelated details.) 

1*.. In private or media discussion not directed at any particular writer, or 
in attacking publications which may be yet forthcoming, the following arguments 
should be useful: 

a. No significant new evidence has emerged which the Commission did not 
consider. The assassination is sometimes compared (e.g., by Joachim Joesten 
and Bertrand Russell) with the Dreyfus case; however, unlike that case, the 
attacks on the Warren Commission have produced no new evidence, no new culprits 
have been convincingly identified, and there is no agreement among the critics. 

(A better parallel, though an imperfect one, might be with the Reichstag fire 

of 1933, which some competent historians (Fritz Tobias, A.J.P. Taylor, D.C. Watt) 
now believe was set by Van der Lubbe on his own initiative, without acting for 
either Nazis or Communists; the Nazis tried to pin the blame on the Communists, 
but the latter have been much more successful in convincing the world that the 
Nazis were to blame.) 

b. Critics usually overvalue particular items and ignore others. They tend 
to place more emphasis on the recollections of individual eyewitnesses (which 
are less reliable and more divergent — and hence offer more hand-holds for 
criticism) and less on ballistic, autopsy, and photographic evidence. A close 
examination of the Commission's records will usually show that the conflicting 
eyewitness accounts are quoted out of context, or were discarded by the Commis¬ 
sion for good and sufficient reason. 


c. Conspiracy on the large scale often suggested would be impossible to con¬ 
ceal in the United States, esp. since informants could expect to receive large 
royalties, etc. Note that Robert Kennedy, Attorney General at the time and , - 
John F. Kennedy's brother, would be the last man to overlook or conceal any V 
conspiracy. And as one reviewer pointed out. Congressman Gerald R. Ford would/\ 
hardly have held his tongue for the sake of the Democratic administration, and ' 
Senator Russell would have had every political interest in exposing any misdeeds 
on the part of Chief Justice Warren. A conspirator moreover would hardly choose 
a location for a shooting where so much depended on conditions beyond his con¬ 
trol: the route, the speed of the cars, the moving target, the risk that the 
assassin would be discovered. A group of wealthy conspirators could have 
arranged much more secure conditions. 

d. Critics have often been enticed by a form of intellectual pride: they 

light on some theory and fall in love with it; they also scoff at the Commis¬ 
sion because it did not always answer every question with a flat decision one 
way or the other. Actually, the make-up of the Commission and its staff was 
an excellent safeguard*against over-commitment to any one theory, or against 
the illicit formation of probabilities igto jjg^ainties^ 
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e. Oswald would not have been any sensible person's choice for a co¬ 
conspirator. He was a "loner," mixed-up, of questionable reliability 
and an unknown quantity to any professional intelligence service. 

f. As to charges that the Commission's report was a rush job, it emerged 
three months after the deadline originally set. But to the degree that 
the Commission tried to speed up its reporting, this was largely due to 
the pressure of irresponsible speculation already appearing, in some cases 
coming from the same critics who, refusing to admit their errors, are now 
putting out new criticisms. 

g. Such vague accusations as that "more than ten people have died mysteri¬ 
ously" can always be explained in some more natural way: e.g., the indi¬ 
viduals concerned have for the most part died of natural causes; the Com¬ 
mission staff questioned 1*18 witnesses (the FBI interviewed far more 
people, conducting 25,000 interviews and reinterviews), and in such a 
large group, a certain number of deaths are to be expected. (When Penn 
Jones, one of the originators of the "ten mysterious deaths" line, ap¬ 
peared on television, it emerged that two of the deaths on his list were 
from heart attacks, one from cancer, one was from a head-on collision on 

a bridge, and one occurred when a driver drifted into a bridge abutment.2 

5. Where possible, counter speculation by encouraging reference to the 
Commission's Report itself. Open-minded foreign readers should still be 
impressed by the care, thoroughness, objectivity and speed with which the Com¬ 
mission worked. Reviewers of other books might be encouraged to add to their 
account the idea that, checking back with the Report itself, they found it far 
superior to the work of its critics. 
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Background Survey of Books Concerning 
the Assassination of President Kennedy 


1. (Except vhere otherwise indicated, the factual data given in 
paragraphs 1-9 is unclassified.) Some of the authors of recent books on y 
the assassination of President Kennedy (e.g., Joachim Joesten, Oswald : 

Assassin or Fall Guy ; Mark Lane, Rush to Judment ; Leo Sauvage, The Oswald t/ 

Affair: An Examination of the Contradictions and Omissions of the Warren 
Report ) had publicly asserted that a conspiracy existed before the Warren 
Commission finished its investigation. Not surprisingly, they immediately 
bestirred themselves to show that they were right and that the Commission 

was wrong. Thanks to the mountain of material published by the Commission, 
some of it conflicting or misleading when read out of context, they have 
had little difficulty in uncovering items to substantiate their own theories. 
They have also in some cases obtained new and divergent testimony from wit¬ 
nesses. And they have usually failed to discuss the refutations of their 
early claims in the Commission's Report, Appendix XII ("Speculations and 
Rumors"). This Appendix is still a good place to look for material counter¬ 
ing the theorists. p ' l 

2. Some writers appear to have been predisposed to criticism by anti- ✓ 
American, far-left, or Communist sympathies . The British "Who Killed 

Kennedy Committee" includes some of the most persistent and vocal English 
critics of the United State?, e.g., Michael Foot, Kingsley Martin, Kenneth 
Tynan, and Bertrand Russell. Joachim Joesten has been publicly revealed 
as a onetime member of the German Communist Party (KPD); a Gestapo document 
of 8 November 1937 among the German Foreign Ministry files microfilmed in 
England and now returned to West German custody shows that his party book 
was numbered 532315 and dated 12 May 1932. (The originals of these files 
are now available at the West German Foreign Ministry in Bonn; the copy in 
the U.S. National Archives may be found under the reference T-120, Serial 
1*918, frames E256U82-U. The British Public Records Office should also have 
a copy.) Joesten's American publisher, Carl Marzani, was once sentenced to 
Jail by a federal Jury for concealing his Communist Party (CPUSA) membership 
in order to hold a government Job. Available information indicates that 
Mark Lane was elected Vice Chairman of the New York Council to Abolish the 
House Un-American Activities Committee on 28 May 1963; he also attended the 
8th Congress of the International Association of Democratic Lawyers (an inter¬ 
national Communist front organization) in Budapest from 31 March to 5 April 
196**, where he expounded his (pre-Report) views on the Kennedy assassination. 

In his acknowledgments in his book. Lane expresses special thanks to Ralph 
fJchoenman of London "who participated in and supported the work"; Schoenman 
is of course the expatriate American who has been influencing the aged 
Bertrand Russell in recent years. (See also para. 10 below on Communist 
efforts to replay speculation on the assassination.) 

3. Another factor has been the financial reward obtainable for sen¬ 
sational books. Mark Lane's Rush to Judgment , published on 13 August 1966, 
had sold 85,000 copies by early November and the publishers had printed 
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lUO, OOO copies by that date, in anticipation of sales to come. The 
1 January 19^7 New York Times Book Review reported the book as at the 
top of the General category of the best seller list, having been in top 
position for seven weeks and on the list for 17 weeks. Lane has re¬ 
portedly appeared on about 175 television and radio programs, and has 
also given numerous public lectures, all of which serves for advertise¬ 
ment. He has also put together a TV film, and is peddling it to European 
telecasters; the BBC has purchased rights for a record $1*5,000. While 
neither Abraham Zapruder nor William Manchester should be classed with 
the critics of the Commission we are discussing here, sums paid for the 
Zapruder film of the assassination ($25,000) and for magazine rights to 
Manchester's Death of a President ($669,000) indicate the money available 
for material related to the assassination. Some newspapermen (e.g.. Sylvan ' 
Fox, The Unanswered Questions About President Kennedy's Assassination; Leo 
Sauvage, The Oswald Affair ) have published accounts cashing in on the!r 
Journalistic expertise. 

U. Aside from political and financial motives, some people have ap¬ 
parently published accounts simply because they were burning to give the ^ 
world their theory , e.g., Harold Weisberg, in his Whitewash II , Penn J<?nes, 
Jr., in Forgive My Grief , and George C. Thomson in The Quest for Truth . 
Weisberg's book was first published privately, though it is now finally 
attaining the dignity of commercial publication. Jones' volume was pub¬ 
lished by the small-town Texas newspaper of which he is the editor, and 
Thomson's booklet by his own engineering firm. The impact of these books 
will probably be relatively slight, since their writers will appear to 
readers to be hysterical or paranoid. 

5. A common technique among many of the writers is to raise as many 
questions as possible , while not bothering to work out all the consequences. 
Herbert Mitgang has written a parody of this approach (his questions actually 
refer to Lincoln's assassination) in "A New Inquiry is Needed," New York 
Times Magazine , 25 December 1966. Mark Lane in particular (who represents 
himself as Oswald's lawyer) adopts the classic defense attorney's approach 
of throwing in unrelated details so as to create in the Jury's mind a sum 
of "reasonable doubt." His tendency to wander off into minor details led 
one observer to comment that whereas a good trial lawyer should have a sure 
instinct for the Jugular vein. Lane's instinct was for the capillaries. His 
tactics and also his nerve were typified on the occasion when, after getting 
the Commission to pay his travel expenses back from England, he recounted to 
that body a sensational (and incredible) story of a Ruby plot, while refus¬ 
ing to name his source. Chief Justice Warren told Lane, "We have every 
reason to doubt the truthfulness of what you have heretofore told us" — by 
the standards of legal etiquette, a very stiff rebuke for an attorney. 

6. It should be recognized, however, that another kind of criticism 
has recently emerged, represented by Edward Jay Epstein's Inquest . Epstein 
adopts a scholarly tone, and to the casual reader, he presents what appears 
to be a more coherent, reasoned case than the writers described above. 
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and combinations; as Commission attorney Arlen Specter remarked, "Why not 
make it three Oswalds? Why stop at two?" Nevertheless, aside from his 
book, Popkin has been able to publish a summary of his views in The New 
York Review of Books , and there has been replay in the French Nouvel 
Observateur , in Moscow's New Times , and in Baku's Vyshka . Popkin makes 
a sensational accusation indirectly, saying that "Western European 
critics" see Kennedy's assassination as part of a subtle conspiracy at¬ 
tributable to "perhaps even (in rumors I have heard) Kennedy's successor." 
One Barbara Garson has made the same point in another way by her parody 
of Shakespeare's "Macbeth" entitled "MacBird," with what is obviously 
President Kennedy (Ken 0 Dune) in the role of Duncan, and President 
Johnson (MacBird) in the role of Macbeth. Miss Garson makes no effort 
to prove her point; she merely insinuates it. Probably the indirect form 
of accusation is due to fear of a libel suit. 

9. Other books are yet to appear. William Manchester's not-yet- 
published The Death of a President is at this writing being purged of 
material personally objectionable to Mrs. Kennedy. There are hopeful 
signs: Jacob Cohen is writing a book which will appear in 196? under the 
title Honest Verdict , defending the Commission report, and one of the Com- * 
mission attorneys, Wesley J. Liebeler, is also reportedly writing a book, 
setting forth both sides. But further criticism will no doubt appear; as 
the Washington Post has pointed out editorially, the recent death of Jack 
Ruby will probably lead to speculation that he was "silenced" by a con¬ 
spiracy.. . ;<• 


10. The likelihood of further criticism is enhanced by the circum¬ 
stance that Communist propagandists seem recently to have stepped up their 
own campaign to discredit the Warren Commission. As already noted, Moscow's 
New Times reprinted parts of an article by Richard Popkin (21 and 28 Sep¬ 
tember 1966 issues), and it also gave the Swiss edition of Joesten's latest 
work an extended, laudatory review in its number for 26 October. Izvestiya 
has also publicized Joesten's book in articles of 18 and 21 October^ (in 
view of this publicity and the Communist background of Joesten and his 
American publisher, together with Joesten's insistence on pinning the blame 
on such favorite Communist targets as H. L. Hunt, the FBI and CIA, there 
seems reason to suspect that Joesten's book and its exploitation are part 
of a planned Soviet propaganda operation.) Tass, reporting on 5 November 
on the deposit of autopsy photographs in the National Archives, said that 
the refusal to give wide public access to them, the disappearance of a 
number of documents, and the mysterious death of more than 10 people, all 
make many Americans believe Kennedy was killed as the result of a con¬ 
spiracy. The radio transmitters of Prague and Warsaw used the anniversary 
of the assassination to attack the Warren report. The Bulgarian press con¬ 
ducted a campaign on the subject in the second half of October; a Greek 
Communist newspaper, Avgi\ placed the blame on CIA on 20 November. Signi¬ 
ficantly, the start of this stepped-up campaign coincided with a Soviet 
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SECRET 


demand that the U.S. Embassy in Moscow stop distributing the Russian- 
language edition of the Warren report; Newsweek commented (12 September) 
that the Soviets apparently "did not want mere facts to get in their 
way." (SECRET: A curious aftermath was that a known Soviet intelligence 
officer in a Far Eastern country called a U.S. diplomat six times during 
the week of 20 November, including after working hours, in an effort to 
obtain a copy of the Russian-language edition. It is not clear whether 
he wanted it for propaganda work, or to satisfy his own curiosity as to 
what really happened. End SECRET.) 
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The Theories of Mr. Epstein 

by Spectator 


A recent critic of the Warren Commission Report, Edvard Jay Epstein, 
has attracted widespread attention by contesting the Report's conclusion 
that, "although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Com-., 
mission," President Kennedy and Governor Connally were probably hit succes¬ 
sively by the same bullet, the second of three shots fired. In his book. 
Inquest , Epstein maintains (l) that if the two men were not hit by the 
same bullet, there must have been two assassins, and (2) that there is 
evidence which strongly suggests that the two men were not hit by the same 
bullet. He suggests that the Commission's conclusions must be viewed as 
"expressions of political truth," implying that they are not in fact true, 
but are only a sort of Pablum for the public. 

Epstein's argument that the two men must either have been shot by one 
bullet or by two assassins rests on a comparison of the minimum time re¬ 
quired to operate the bolt on Lee Harvey Oswald's rifle — 2.3 seconds —■. 
with the timing of the shots as deduced from a movie of the shooting taken 
by an amateur photographer, Abraham Zapruder. The frames of the movie serve 
to time the events in the shooting. The film (along with a slow-motion re¬ 
enactment of the shooting made on 2k May 196 1 * on the basis of the film and 
other pictures and evidence) tends to show that the President was probably 
not shot before frame 207,-Vhen he came out from beneath the cover of an 
oak tree, and that the Governor was hit not later than frame 2 ^ 0 . If this 
is correct, then the two men would not have been hit longer than 1.8 sec¬ 
onds apart, since Zapruder's film was taken at a speed of 18.3 frames per 
second. Since Oswald's rifle could not have fired a second shot within 
1.8 seconds, Epstein concludes that the victims must have been shot by 
separate weapons — and hence presumably by separate assassins — unless 
they were hit by the same bullet. 

Epstein then argues that there is evidence which contradicts the pos¬ 
sibility of a shooting by a single bullet. In his book he refers to Fed¬ 
eral Bureau of Investigation reports stemming from FBI men present at the 
Bethesda autopsy on President Kennedy, according to which there was a 
wound in the back with no point of exit; this means that the bullet which 
entered Kennedy's back could not later have hit Connally. This information, 
Epstein notes, flatly contradicts the official autopsy report accepted by 
the Commission, according to which the bullet presumably entered Kennedy's 
body just below the neck and exited through the throat. Epstein also pub¬ 
lishes photographs of the backs of Kennedy's shirt and coat, showing bullet 
holes about six inches below the top of the collar, as well as a rough 
sketch made at the time of the autopsy; these pictures suggest that the 
entrance wound in the back was too low to be linked to an exit wound in 
the throat. In his book, Epstein says that if the FBI statements are cor¬ 
rect — and he indicates his belief that they are — then the "autopsy find¬ 
ings must have been changed after January 13 [January 13, 196U: the date of 
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the last FBI report stating that the.bullet penetrated Kennedy's back 
for less than a finger-length.]." In short, he implies that the Commis¬ 
sion warped and even forged evidence so as to conceal the fact of a 
conspiracy. 

Following the appearance of Epstein's Inquest , it was pointed out 
that on the morning (November 23rd) after the Bethesda autopsy attended 
by FBI and Secret Service men, the autopsy doctors learned that a neck 
wound, obliterated by an emergency tracheostomy performed in Dallas, had 
been seen by the Dallas doctors. (The tracheostomy had been part of the 
effort to save Kennedy's life.) The FBI men who had only attended the 
autopsy on the evening of November 22 naturally did not know about this 
information from Dallas, which led the autopsy doctors to change their 
conclusions, finally signed by them on November 2h. Also, the Treasury 
Department (which runs the Secret Service) reported that the autopsy re¬ 
port was only forwarded by the Secret Service to the FBI on December 23, 
1963. But in a recent article in Esquire , Epstein notes that the final 
FBI report was still issued after the Secret Service had sent the FBI the 
official autopsy, and he claims that the explanation that the FBI was un¬ 
informed "begs the question of how a wound below the shoulder became a 
wound in the back of the neck." He presses for making the autopsy pictures 
available, a step which the late President's brother has so far steadfastly 
resisted on grounds of taste, though they have been made available to quali¬ 
fied official investigators. - 

•rf.# 

Let us consider Epstein's arguments in the light of information now 
available: 

2. Epstein's thesis that if the President and the Governor were not hit 
by the same bullet , there must have been two assassins: 

a. Feeling in the Commission was that the two men were probably hit 
by the same bullet; however, some members evidently felt that the evi¬ 
dence was not conclusive enough to exclude completely the Governor's 
belief that he and the President were hit separately. After all, 
Connally was one of the most important living witnesses. While not 
likely, it was possible that President Kennedy could have been hit 
more than 2.3 seconds before Connally. As Arlen Specter, a Commis¬ 
sion attorney and a principal adherent of the "one-bullet theory," 
says, the Zapruder film is two-dimensional and one cannot say exactly 
when Connally, let alone the President, was hit. The film does not 
show the President during a crucial period (from about frames 20U to 
225) when a sign blocked the view from Zapruder's camera, and before 
that the figures are distant and rather indistinct. (When Life maga¬ 
zine first published frames from the Zapruder film in its special 
1963 Assassination Issue, it believed that the pictures showed Kennedy 
first hit 7 1 * frames before Governor Connally was struck.) The "earli¬ 
est possible time" used by Epstein is based on the belief that, for an 
interval before that time, the view of the car from the Book Depository 
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window was probably blocked by the foliage of an oak tree (from 
frame 166 to frame 207, with a brief glimpse through the leaves 
at frame 186). In the words of the Commission's Report, "it is 
unlikely that the assassin would deliberately have shot at (Presi¬ 
dent Kennedy] with a view obstructed by the oak tree when he was 
about to have a clear opportunity": unlikely , but not impossible. 
Since Epstein is fond of logical terminology, it might be pointed 
out that he made an illicit transition from probability to certainty 
in at least one of his premises. 

b. Although Governor Connally believed that he and the President 
were hit separately, he did not testify that he saw the President 
hit before he was hit himself; he testified that he heard a first 
shot and started to turn to see what had happened. His testimony 
(as the Commission's report says) can therefore be reconciled with 
the supposition that the first shot missed and the second shot hit 
both men. However, the Commission did not pretend that the two men 
could not possibly have been hit separately. 

c. The Commission also concluded that all the shots were fired „ 
from the sixth floor window of the Depository. The location of 
the wounds is one major basis for this conclusion. In the room 
behind the Depository window, Oswald's rifle and three cartridge 
cases were found, and all of the cartridge cases were identified 
by experts as having-been fired by that rifle; no other weapon or 
cartridge cases were found, and the consensus of the witnesses 
from the plaza was that there were three shots. If there were 
other assassins, what happened to their weapons and cartridge 
cases? How did they escape? Epstein points out that one woman, 

a Mrs. Walther, not an expert on weapons, thought she saw two men, 
one with a machine gun, in the window, and that one other witness 
thought he saw someone else on the sixth floor; this does not sound 
very convincing, especially when compared with photographs and other 
witnesses who saw nothing of the kind. 

d. The very fact that the Commission did not absolutely rule out 
the possibility that the victims were shot separately shows that 
its conclusions were not determined by a preconceived theory. 

Now, Epstein's thesis is not Just his own discovery; he relates 
that one of the Commission lawyers volunteered to him: "To say 
that they were hit by separate bullets is synonymous with saying 
that there were two assassins." This thesis was evidently consid¬ 
ered by the Commission. If the thesis were completely valid, and 
if the Commissioners — as Epstein charges — had only been inter¬ 
ested in finding "political truth," then the Commission should have 
flatly adopted the "one-bullet theory," completely rejecting any pos¬ 
sibility that the men were hit separately. But while Epstein and 
others have a weakness for theorizing, the seven experienced lawyers 


3 


(Theories Cont.) 



on the Commission were not committed beforehand to finding either 
a conspiracy or the absence of one, and they wisely refused to 
erect a whole logical structure on the slender foundation of a 
few debatable pieces of evidence. 

2. Epstein's thesis that either the FBI's reports (that the bullet 
entering the President's back did not exit) were wrong , or the official 
autopsy report was falsified. 

a. Epstein prefers to believe that the FBI reports are accurate 
(otherwise, he says, "doubt is cast on the accuracy of the FBI's 
entire investigation") and that the official autopsy report was 
falsified. Now, as noted above, it has emerged since Inquest was 
written that the FBI witnesses to the autopsy did not know about 
the information of a throat wound, obtained from Dallas, and that 
the doctors' autopsy report was not forwarded to the FBI until 
December 23, 1963. True, this date preceded the date of the FBI's 
Supplemental Report, January 13, 196**, and that Supplemental Report 
did not refer to the doctors' report, following instead the version 
of the earlier FBI reports. But on November 25, 1966, FBI Director * 

J. Edgar Hoover explained that when the FBI 'submitted its January*13 
report, it knew that the Commission had the doctor's report, and 
therefore did not mention it. In other words, the FBI reports were 
essentially reports of FBI information. This seems natural; the FBI 
knew that the Commission would weigh its evidence together with that 
of other agencies, and it was not incumbent on the FBI to argue the 
merits of its own version as opposed to that of the doctors. When 
writing reports for outside use, experienced officials are always 
cautious about criticizing or even discussing the products of other 
agencies, (if one is skeptical about this explanation, it would 
still be much easier to believe that the author(s) of the Supple¬ 
mental Report had somehow overlooked or not received the autopsy 
report than to suppose that that report was falsified months after 
the event. Epstein thinks the Commission staff overlooked Mrs. 
Walther's report mentioned above, yet he does not consider the pos¬ 
sibility that the doctors' autopsy report did not actually reach 

the desk of the individuals who prepared the Supplemental Report 
until after they had written — perhaps well before January 13 — 
the draft of page 2 of that report. Such an occurrence would by 
no means justify a general distrust of the FBI's " entire investiga¬ 
tion.") 

b. With regard to the holes in shirt and coat, their location can 
be readily explained by supposing that the President was waving to 
the crowd, an act which would automatically raise the back of his 
clothing. And in fact, photographs show that the President was wav¬ 
ing Just before he was shot. 

c. As to the location of the hole in the President's back or shoulder, 
the autopsy films have recently been placed in the National Archives, 
and were viewed in November 1966 by two of the autopsy doctors, who 
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stated afterwards that the pictures confirm that the wound was high 
enough for a bullet entering there to exit through the throat. Com¬ 
mander Boswell, who drew the rough sketch used by Epstein to show 
that the wound was several inches down the back, stated that his 
sketch had been mistaken, or rather inaccurate, in marking the spot 
where the bullet entered; he pointed out, however, that the measure¬ 
ments written on the sketch at the time are correct. They place 
the wound 1U centimeters from the right shoulder joint and lU centi¬ 
meters below the tip of the right mastoid process — the medical 
term for the bony point behind the ear. Thus the location of the 
wound was easily high enough to permit a bullet entering there to 
exit through the neck, (it is interesting to note that, whether 
deliberately or not, the reproduction of Cdr. Boswell's sketch in 
Inquest is too poor for the writing to be readily legible, while the 
reporduction accompanying Epstein's Esquire article has part of the 
writing lopped off. If we are charitable, and assume that Epstein 
himself could not read this writing, or could not translate the medi¬ 
cal termology, then we must still note that he apparently overlooked 
the plain printed reference to the location of the wound contained 

- in the Commission's Report (p.88), which also translates the medical 
term into layman's language; this should have clarified for him the 
writing on the sketch.) 

It is worth considering some of the implications of Epstein's accusation: 

a- There was a conspiracy of two or more persons. Yet despite all 
the evidence found incriminating Oswald, no evidence has been found 
incriminating any other identifiable person. Oswald would hardly 
have been the choice of any careful conspirator. A conspiratorial 
group — especially a Texan one — could easily have found a safer 
and more reliable way of killing the President. 

b. The charge that the autopsy document was falsified incriminates 
at the least a large number of government officials and independent 
lawyers, as well as the three autopsy doctors. It would presumably 
involve the seven Commission members, who vary in political background 
and outlook, but share the attribute of having staked their reputations 
on the report. Is it really possible that such an awful secret, shared 
by so many, could be kept? A clerk who was witting of such a scandal 
could expect to sell his story for a figure running into at least six 
digits. 

It appears that, to put the matter at its lowest, Epstein has jumped to a 

conclusion on the basis of incomplete, inadequate research in a rush to 

judgment. 
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Legal Ignorance 
And False Logic 


A. L. GOODIIAKT, Q.C 

r 

**Tf ti k Warren Commission had 
allowed Mr. Lane to contest 
their cv deuce before judgment, there 
would have been no need of his 
book." So writes Professor Hugh 
Trevor- Roper of Oxford University 
in an introduction to Mark line's 
Rush h- Judgment. 

Mr. I anc, a New York lawyer, had 
claimed to act as counsel for Os¬ 
wald Ik fore the Commission, having 
•been retained by Oswald's mother.- 
The Commission, in refusing his ap¬ 
plication, emphasized that it was an 
inveslig iting body, so that the adver¬ 
sary sy.icm of an ordinary trial 
would not l>c suitable. 

In support of his claim to repre¬ 
sent tin dead Oswald, Mr. Lane in 
his bool, cites the English law. After 
saying hat the "denial of counsel 
to the deceased was an act both un¬ 
precedented and unfair," he writes: 
"In ling land the ruic of law is 
jicrhaps better understood and the 
t ole of counsel better appreciated. 
A Royal Commission engaged in 
hearings to determine the innocence 
or guilt of one deceased as a matter 
of course provides that counsel for 
the family may participate fully and 
without reservations, and such coun¬ 
sel would not be heard to disclaim 
his function as an advocate." 

This statement is both utter non¬ 
sense and completely false. There 
] never has been such a trial, and 
j i here never has been such an ap- 
!|KiimntcnL 

: A mmii.ak ouKvrio.N did arise in 
England in l!H'»2, when a tribu¬ 
nal was ap|H»inted under the Tri¬ 
bunals of Inquiry (Evidence) Act, 
1921, to hear the Vassall Adair. Vas- 
sall, a clerk in the Admiralty, had 
been convicted or spying for the 
Russians, and there were many ru¬ 


mors concerning the favors that he 
was said to have received from high 
Admiralty officials. After the matter 
had been raised in Parliament by 
Mr. Caiiskcll. the leader of the 
Op]>osiiion, the Prime Minister (Mr. 
j Macmillan) announced the appoint¬ 
ment of a tribunal with Lord Rad- 
elide as chairman, saying that the 
How of rumor had long passed the 
|>oint of tolerance. 

When the hearings began, Mr. 
Gerald Gardiner, O.G (now Lord 
-.Chancellor), applied that legal rep- 
j.rcscntation to'take part in all ses¬ 
sions should be accorded to Mr. 
jGaitskell: similarly Lord Carrington, 
j First I.ord of the Admiralty, applied 

! ' for full representation as he was 
impliedly one of the accused. .Uoili 
applications were refused by Lord 
Kadclilfc, who (Minted out that this 
was an investigation at which the 
applicant* could give evidence, but 
that they could not claim the right 
to cross-examine the other witnesses. 
This was obviously good sense be¬ 
cause otherwise all the other wit¬ 
nesses would be entitled to ask for 
the same representation; the result 

I would be chaos. 

The ruling that Mr. Lane had 
no right to represent the dead Os- 
wald and cross-examine all the other 
•j witnesses did not. of course, prevent 
‘(him from presenting to the Commis¬ 
sion any evidence he wished, espe¬ 
cially in regard to the existence of 
;• the alleged conspiracy on which the 
■ whole of his book is based. He did 
!|so on two occasions when giving 
evidence. 

In his introduction. Professor 
Ta*vor-Ropcr says: "We have to 
: admit that we lack confidence in the 
evidence submitted to the Commis¬ 
sion and the Commission's handling 
of it.*' Oihers may take a different 


view when they compare Lane's 
statements in tills book with the • 
5 Report and the transcript of the 
j evidence. 

- The Commission concluded that 
the President was killed by two bid- • 
* lets fired from a six-story window in 
a building the motorcade had just 
passed. The assassin was Lee Harvey 
Oswald, who an hour later killed 
Police Officer Tippit, who was pa¬ 
trolling the streets in a car in search 
of anyone resembling the descrip¬ 
tion of the assassin that -was being 
broadcast by the police. Two days 
after his arrest Oswald was shot dead 
by Jack Ruby, but there was no evi-' 
deuce that the latter acted with any 
other person in the killing. 

Mr. Lane disputes all these con¬ 
clusions. There is. he says, compel¬ 
ling evidence that the President was 
struck by two bullets, one fired from 
die building, which hit him in the 
hack i-f his head, and another fired* 
(ioiii a knoll in the opposite direc¬ 
tion a bundled yard* away, Vhiclt 
cntcrc I the front of his throat. The* 
official autopsy, which said that both 
bullet- entered from the back, had 
been intentionally falsified. The kill¬ 
er in he building was not Oswald,; 
but so nc unidentified man who had' 
been ilaced there by unidentified! 
conspirators with the connivance of 
the D: Has police. The man who shot j 
Tippii was some unidentified man 1 
5 acting for the Dallas police, who: 
were : fraid that he might disclose • 
some : ilvcr.sc evidence. 

Trc- oi-Ro|jct says that "there 
is no evidence at all to explain 
how cr why the Dallas police in* 
sumtl) pounced on Oswald," but he 
•. fails to state that the police radio 
j alert had dcscrilxxl the assassin as 
■* l»cing "while, slender, weighing 
about IG5 jiouiids, about 5 ft. 10 in. 
tall, and in his early thirties." This 
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was ai< almost exact description of informant Mr. Lane refused to give 
Oswald. Finally Mr. Lane suggests it. as he had promised him not to 
that P tiby killed Oswald so as to disclose it. He said, however, that lie » 
prevent him from giving evidence would try to obtain his |>ermission 
to pro’c his own innocence. t.as soon as possible. Nothing further 

The question of confidence on "happened for nearly four months, 
which Professor Trevor-Roper right- ! although the Commission sent re¬ 
ly insi.ts can be best answered by ipeatcd requests to him. 
referring to three major points dealt Then, as the work of die Com- 
with by Mr. Lane in his book, and mission was drawing to an end,! 
comparing his presentation with the Mr. Lane left for England because 
transcript of the evidence published “I felt it important that somehow 
by the Commission. the American people be informed 

about what is taking place, and 1 1 

T he first point concerns Mr. found that practically die only way. 

Lane's own evidence in regard to to inform the American people is 1 

the alleged conspiracy. On March 4. to speak in Europe." The Commit- 

1004. when Mr. Lane first appeared, fsion was. however, so anxious to> 

he sail!: “I would like to request have him testify that it offered to 

that this portion of the hearing, in pay f° r his return passage. He ac- 

any event. l>c ojicncd to the public." cepted this, but when he apj>carcd. 

The Chief Justice answered that he before the Commission in June he. 

had the same right "as any witness refused to give Ins informant's! 

would have to request that.” (Of the name. 

; 552 witnesses who gave evidence, he The Chief Justice then said: “We . 

was the only one who asked for thisjjlwvc every reason to doubt the truth. 

form ol publicity.) fulness of what you have hereto- 

Mr. Lane began with a lengthy fore told us-If you can tell us 

complaint concerning a photograph • • • who Rave you that information. 

which lie said had been doctored by 'o that we may test their veracity. 

some newspapers, although this did then you have Informed a service . 

not concern the Commission. He to this Commission. But until you i 

: then requested the Commission to do you have done nothing but 

investigate a "series of most unusual handicap us." Mr. Lane replied that ? i 

coincidences," the suggestion being he was prepared to give "inform... 

1 that the Dallas police were respon- tion." but not his sources. This iiium ; 

, , i f be the first lime in history that a 1 

|tilile for (lie inunlcr of a iiunikcr of |lcllic ( Jlljli(e lhc UniB J, Suk , 

|K> cmul W.I.ICUO, .WO or diem in ^ „ lawycr , l( ; 

Hc°d!™ ,.a.cd Uu. ".be reporicr. f" “T"' 1 ; • , , ! 

, - • Mr. L;mc has now given further 

from (orciRi. <oi.ntr.es lu.l been illfonll:i|ioil in lllis Hc n „,! 

jurimsed dm d.c: mrporu no. of l|ie lllccli flol „ a ■ f 

been clo«d. roadb lock* placed on . „ a||> , w|lo hal| obtelin , ^ l hil 
.be ..reels, and all .ram. flopped I Uo|| ftom a - wUWy K c , r vill -. | 
and Marched af.er .he assassmanon. |w (o Ru|) cllll) Vbe visi.or wen. 

V ha. smb a comple.e embargo on ^ ' „, v 0 „ c 

all movement would have aceom- ,’ js ir , fricnA s|lc 

pl.sl.ol when no one knew wha. ... u . camc „ as a 11]al . , 

search lor was no. esplamcd. ^ hc di<1 wi>|l , lis vKjl , 

I. was ..... mm nearly .he end. (o autac , alleiuioll . 1 . 

of his "lesj.n.ony d.a. Mr. Lane jf Mr Lalle (c |, in 

honor bound to 

««' ,l,i » '•" I KC " "’I 0 ™'* 1 ; respcc. his wishes ese,. .hough 

. On. a week UTorc .he aflaenna.®,. rer i ral « , |lc itl l(icml m „,. 

I I’a.rolman 1 >|>p.< and » *»..« havc u .,.„ llladc ^lorc .he Con, 
eavpc. salesman from New Sort, mission. In England Mr. Lane woul l:; 
named Weissman. who laier pub- havc u-,.,, sei „ 10 prison if be had 
h'hed an imul.iuK advcr.iscme.il refu5cJ lhe c.,,,,mission’s demand 
concerning the President on the f or ai| aUiWer 
morning of the assassination, had 

met Ruby at his Carousel Club. ; rp„ t 5tC o NU rm.vr relating toco.d 
When asked for die name of his 1 tlciltcislai>ct , by NlrTL^VriiTq' 


ter entitled "RubvsTcstiinonv.** in 

% * * * 

which the visit of the Comiiiivdon . 
to Dallas to interview Ruby is dc- 
scribed. Mr. Lane n>s that "The 
Government [riY] sears to havc been : 
reluctant to let Ruby testify. When ; 
at last he did. it was manifestly T<- 
luctant to question him. . . 

Tliis statement is litetally true, 
but its implication that the Com¬ 
mission was trying 10 hide some¬ 
thing is completely false. Every 
competent lawyer know* that when 
an accused person has been arrested 
he must not be asked anv questions I 
the answers to which might tend to 
incriminate him. Chari justice War-1 
reu. therefore, went out of his way 
not to press Ruby for an answer 
because, as hc said.T know you do 
havc this case which is not yet fin¬ 
ished, and I wouldn't jeopardize 
your position by trying to insist that. 
you testify.” 

At his trial in the Texas court, 
Ruby had been found guilty of 
murdering Oswald and had liven 
sentenced to dcatk but his new 
lawyer was trying 10 prove that 
Ruby was guilty only of man¬ 
slaughter as hc had acted without 
premeditation under an overwhelm¬ 
ing emotion. It was this that Ruby 
rv|>caicU again and again. 

Mr. l-ilie argues that he should 
have been ernss-entmued by the 
Commission, which failed to ‘make 
"the pro|>er efforts." lie says that 
"the most egregious omission of all, 
|»ciha|*s. is that hc |Ruliyj was not 
asked whether hc had received any 
assistance in entering the basement 
of the Dallas Police Building on 
November 21." 

If Ruby had answered this in the 
affirmative hc would have sealed his 
own death warrant, because it would 
have proved that he had taken part 
in a conspiracy. The question could 
have had no other pur|>osc. It would 
have been contrary to all the prin¬ 
ciples on which die Chief Justice 
has insisted in the recent .Supreme 
Court cases concerning the piotcc- 
tion of accused persons against in¬ 
voluntary inicrtogaiinns. 

Equally misleading is Mr. I-inc’s 
statement that Ruby thought that 
"if hc told all lie knew to the 
Commission he would lose his life 
in the Dallas jail." It is tine that 
Ruby did say that he would lose 
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his life in .Dallas, hui ii i* dear failed t*» notice tins extraordinary 
dial lie was talking aboui the til (cats coiiuidciuc because its "investiga- 
made by the John llirtl; Society. lion was by no means exhaustive or 
After saying that his sisters would even thorough.” 

, lie killed, he added, "Chief Warren. Mr. Epstein, who is a young re- 
; your life is in danger in this city, search student much interested in 
, do you know that?" psydiulogy. has an ingenious cx- 

Thc whole |mint of Ruby's tcsii* planatiou for what he considers to 
! mony was that he wanted to go to be the Commission's unsatisfactory 
Washington to Ire given a lic-dc- report. There was. he says, a dualism 
icctor test which would prove that; in purjiosc when the Commission 
lie had told the truth when lie said. was ap|iointcd. "If the explicit pur- 
ihat he had acted on the spur of j> pose or the Commission was to as¬ 
dic moment. He concluded: "I had'iceriain and cxjrosc the facts, the 
the gun in my right hip pocket.!| implicit purpose was to protect 
and impulsively, if that is the correct j,'tlic national interest by dispelling 
word here, I saw him, and that is ! rumors." 

all I tan say. And I didn't care whatli This is obvious because, as Mr. 
hapjiciicd to nic." Ruby seems toll Macmillan said when appointing 
! have been a better lawyer than Mr.j'thc Vas« 11 Tribunal, unchecked ru- 
Lane. I; mors may hurt the national morale. 

' lint Mr. Epstein then takes a second 

T iik third tk.it of confidence can step whiih vitiates his entire book. 

lie found in Mr. Lime's chapter He says that "the Commission's ini- 
'* The Testimony of Nancy Perrin plicit |»ut|i04C would dictate that the 
Rich," which lie regards ai the "most rumor lie dis|jcllcd regardless of the 
'I'cvciiJiuic a .,.l TImi '>>•" •< He there- 

laily, who had liceii Ruin', tonner fore *•>' «'“* lllc of 

bauuaid. leslilied '.hat she ami her die Wanen Rc|*oit iiuist lie viewed 
then husband attended a dinner!,as expressions of |*ilili<al tiudi.” 
given by an unnamed colonel. They I lly a "political truth" he means 4 
were olfered 510.000 to pilot a LIscIhmmI width is told in the sup 
giiii-rmniiiig Imi.u to CiiIki, but there H jioscd interest of the public, 
was "some hitch" about the money C This is psychology run mad. The 
j arriving. 8 suggestion that the Chief Justice of 


mission was itself divided imi dm 
crucial matter." but this is an eiioi. 
The Commission fomul that "die 
shots which killed President Ken¬ 
nedy ami wounded Governor ('.on- 
nallv were fired by Ixe Harvey Os¬ 
wald." but that "it is not necessary 
to any essential findings ol the Com¬ 
mission to determine just whith shut ; 

hit Governor Comiallv." 

• 

The majority of the Gmiinivsioii 
thought that it was nunc likely dial 
it was the same slim as hit the. 
President, while the mmorin 
thought that it was more likely that 
it was a separate one. but neither 
group held that the other must lie 
wrong. It was a cluiitc between two 
possibilities. The "crucial matter." 
which Mr. Rovere says that Mr. Vp- 
stein "brought to light here for the 
first time,” did not. therefore, exist. 

Jii his introduction. Mr. Rovcic. 
when referring to the pievious book* 
on the Warren Report, say* that 
"most of the published attacks on 
it were transparently malicious or 
ignorant.” There seems to lie no 
reason why the present books should 
not lie included in die same ruiogoiy. 


At that momeiil Ruby entered die die United States and the six mem- 
I room, lie bad a bulge "where lii> hers of bis Commission would do- 
I breast jxukci would be." The colo- lilieiately falsify the iccords and 
nel and lie went into another loom, issue a misleading ic|M»n mi as to 
and when they came out die bulge save the American public fiom a 
was gone. Everybody seemed to be shock is incredible. It is not sur- 
huppy, "mi it was my impression.">. prising. that, based tin this false 
Mrs. Rich saitl, "Roby brought ji premise, Mr. Epstein's intcipiciaiiun 
money in." 'i of the evidence is almost as twisted 

Mr. Lane Teels that this testimony'! j* dial of Mr. Line, although they 
j showed Ruby's "involvement in in-' disagree with eac h other tin most 
| lernatioual |>olitics." lie is bitterly j points. 

|critical of the Commission licr.ui.se j The most ini|iortani matter <li>- 
i it "did not publish one woul of the - emsed in Mr. Epstein's Iwok is die 
1 teslinmtiy.” Most of Mr. lane's • critical question whedu-r a single 
'other criticisms in this book are of bullet could have struck both the 
isimilar caliber. j Problem and Governor Couualli. 

He says that “there was evideme 
‘.TVTliKN WK tubs to Edwaid Jay i that all but piccludcd the |>os'i- 
VV Epstein's liook. /m/rur/. we find {bilitv that boili men bail been hit 
dial he agrees with the Coimnivsion by the same Imllet." but il dieic 
that Oswald shot the President, but,i was stuh evideiirc which csca|*cd die 
he holds that "very substantial cvi-. notice of the Commissi* hi and m 
deuce indicated the presence ol a .Mail, it is not included in iliisliook 
second assassin" who was probably a In die iiiiioduriioii. Mr. Kuluid 


'loner"like Oswald. The Commission Rovere s-i's that "the Wanen Ca»ai- 
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J F K IN D ALLA S 


The Warren Report ami Its Crilic6 


I 


Dy ARNOLD L. FEIN 


. AS TIIE war against the Warren 
Z\\ Commission escalates, it is time 
to take stock. It is time to inquire 
into llic supposed deficiencies of the 
Commission, its investigation, and its Re¬ 
port. It is time also to inquire into the 
possible deficiencies of the critics, their 
inquiries, and llicir conclusions. We deal 
here not with a political campaign or a 
newspaper report,, where license in 
speech and in reporting is, unfortunately, 
loo often the rule. Wo deal rather with 
the assassination of n great and gallant 
young man, the President of tl»c United 
States. We deal also with the killing of 
. a confused and bewildered man, his al¬ 
leged assassin, both witkin the sight and 
earshot of an unbelieving world. 

The awesome responsibilities of tlic 
Commission required that it adhere to 

Arnold L. Fein is a judge In the Civil Court 
of the City of New York and former special 
counsel to the Kefauver Committee of the 
United States Senate to Investigate Organ¬ 
ized Crime in Interstate Commerce. 

the highest standards of which men arc 
capable, to make an objective and tlior- 
ough inquiry, and to render a fair and 
impartial judgment, witliout passion, 
fear, or favor. 

Perhaps the critics arc not obliged to 
conform to the same standards. But at 
a minimum slvould they not be required 
to state tl»c facts as they arc, to report 
the truth, to avoid the dissemination of 
unsupported rumors, and to refrain from 
cliaractcr assassination and unfounded 
imputations of improper motives? A de¬ 
cent respect for the opinions of man¬ 
kind and for the subject matter of the 
inquiry demands no less. 

Did the Commission adequately meet 
its burdens? Leaving aside for tlic mo¬ 
ment comment on tlic specifics of the 
investigation and Report, and the criti¬ 
ques, it is fair to suggest tlut there is 
justification for ninny of tl>o general 
criticisms of the Commission. Mark 
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Lane and Edward "Epstein in particu¬ 
lar have fairly and credibly made somo 
of the points. It is now reasonably clear 
| that the Commission should'have em- 
\ ployed full-time, independent, non¬ 
governmental investigators and more 
full-time, independent, nongovernment¬ 
al lawyers. Tlic members of tlic Com¬ 
mission probably sliould liave devoted 
more time to their task and sliould have 
■heard more of (lie testimony in full- 
dress formal Itcarings. The entire in¬ 
vestigation sliould liave been further 
extended in time and scope. Tlic nature 
I of tlic inquiry required expedition, but 
not at tlic expense of adequacy. Speedy 
justice is essential, but often tlic only 
merit of instant justice may bq its im¬ 
mediacy. Tlic time required must be 
measured by tlic complexity of tlic prob¬ 
lem. Whatever the merits of tlic dispute 
between tlic CmmiibMiw and tlic 
attorney for Marguerite Oswald, Mark 
Line, it is manifest (bat lie and tin* 
oilier critics arc on sound ground in 
arguing tliat a technique should have 
Im cn evolved for admitting adversary 
counsel, with tlic right of cniss-cxam- 
■ inaliou. It is apparent also tliat some 
clues sliould have been more thorough¬ 
ly folkiwcd and that certain additional 
witnesses should have been lieard and 
questioned. So too it is evident tliat a 
mine complete investigation of and re¬ 
port on tlic inconsistencies in tlic evi¬ 
dence heard and the official reports 
submitted to tlic Commission were re¬ 
quired. Conceding tlic validity of these 
criticisms. Iiowcvcr, does not neces¬ 
sarily require rejection of the Com¬ 
mission's conclusions. 

On the other hand, did the critics 
meet the minimal standards required of 
them? It is fair to suggest that in many 
respects tlicy failed to do so. Perhaps the 
greatest obstacle to an understanding 
of tlie investigation and the Report is 
tlic widespread public misconception 
aimut the nature of criminal trials and 
investigations. This underlies and in¬ 
fects much uf the approach in these 
books, alritough it is expressly articulat¬ 


ed only by Leo Sauvogc, who remarks: 

% 

Tlic writer of detective stories wlwi 
wauls to keep his reader* never lets 
question mark* noil unexplained clue* 
linger after the word* "The End." Ono 
would think the public would lie no 
less demanding wlwn confronted not 
by fiction IhiI l»y a real life investiga¬ 
tion. and nl*ovc nil when tlic victim is 
tlic President of the United Slates. 

If it is true, ns this passage suggests, 1 
that life must uniform to fiction in order 
to lie credible, the Warren Commission . 
was deficient. It did nut answer all the 
questions nor did it explain all the clues.' 
Tlic Report so states at many points. 
Does this mean that we must reject the 
Report and tlic underlying investigation ' 
and accept the alternative theories of 
tliesc critics who not only disagree with 
tlic Commission but with cacli other? 

Only rarely docs a trial, Inquiry, or 
investigation-civil or criminal—present 
a tidy package fit for televising dramas. 
More often than not there arc louse 
ends. Cuilt beyond a reasonable doubt 
docs not mean beyond all doubt, and 
so criminal juries must be instructed. 
Tlic perfect ease is usually tlic fraudu¬ 
lent one. 

It was obvious from the outset that 
there were so many conflicting clues and 
reports it would be impossible to recon¬ 
cile them all. Rut this does not seem to 
deter our authors. Seizing these gaps 
or contradictions, some of which were 
inevitable and many of which the Com¬ 
mission could have avoided or explained, 
cadi of these critics has launched an 
attack on the motives of the Commis¬ 
sion. varying in intensity from the pro¬ 
fessorial tone of Edward Jay Epstein in 
Inquest to the staccato drumbeat of 
Harold Weisberg in Whitewash. Each 
implies or states that the Commission 
assumed at the outset that Oswald alone 
was guilty and then set out to demon¬ 
strate or prove it. Perhaps this is so, but 
tliesc gentlemen have not made the case. 
It is moro easily demonstrable tliat it is 
tlicy who liave sought to prove their 
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own predispositions. 

Although Inquest is written in a sober 
and scholarly law-school style with a re¬ 
markable economy of expression. tl*c 
lxx>k is patently tendentious. Its essence 
is that the Commission was engaged not 
in the pursuit of facts but of "political 
truth," that its “dominant purpose" was 
"to protect the mitionnl interest by dis¬ 
pelling rumors" about “conspiracy" and 
to “lift the cloud of doubts . . . over 
American institutions," because “the na¬ 
tion's prestige was at stake." Tin’s “im¬ 
plicit purpose," deduced by Epstein 
from newspaper reports and comments 
taken out of context, is compared with 
the Commission’s explicit purpose stated 
in the President's directive “to ascertain, 

. evaluate and report on the facts" inciud- 
' Ing “its findings and conclusions." 

, Epstein then argues: 

These two purposes were compatible 
to long ns die damaging niiinm were 
untrue. Rut whnt If a minor damaging 
to die nnliimal interest proved to lie 
tme? The Commission"* explicit pur- . 
nose would dictate that the informal ion | 
lie exposed regardless of die conse¬ 
quences, while the Commission's im¬ 
plicit purpose would dictate that die 
nimor lie dispelled regardless of the 
fad that it was true. In a conflict of 
this sort, one of the Commission's pur¬ 
poses wouhl emerge as dominant. 

Mark Lane makes the same point in 
Rush to Judgment, although imt so pre¬ 
cisely. The others state it more crudely. 

Why? Is it naive to suggest that tlir 
truth is the best way to dispel a rumor? 
Whnt nimor was so damaging to tin* 
nation that the troth could not be told? 
In The Second Osicold Richard II. Pop- 
! kin suggests: 

> 

I, The Western European critics can only 
• see Kennedy's assassination ns part of a 
subtle conspiracy, involving perhaps 
some of the Dallas Police,’ the FBI. die 
right-wing lunatic fringe in Dallas, or 
perhaps even (in rumors I have often 
heard) Kennedy's successor. 

This paragraph is pcrlups the best 
critique on Professor Popkins theories 
and his book. What further commentary 
is necessary nbout an inquiry which will 
repeat without further explanation, clar¬ 
ification, or comment—critical or other¬ 
wise—that complicity in the assassination 
might be attributable to "perhaps even 
’ (in rumors I have often ltcard) Ken¬ 
nedy's successor”? 

How could or should the rumor—re¬ 





peated and undispcllcd by this its 
latest circulator, without any suggestion 
of basis-bc dealt with or investigated? 
The repetition circulates. It ncitlicr jus¬ 
tifies, explains, nor dispels. 

Mr. Epstein docs not go so far. He 
takes up the alleged conspiracy involv¬ 
ing tl»e FBI. This evolved from rumors 
that Oswald was cither an FBI inform¬ 
ant or in its employ. Epstein concedes 
that “no evidence developed to sub¬ 
stantiate this possibility" and tliat even 
if true the relationship "might not be 
particularly relevant to the assassination 
itself." Lane concurs. 

Lane and Epstein and the other au¬ 
thors make valid criticisms of how the 
Commission and its staff handled this 
rumor. The Commission relied largely 
on information furnished by (lie FBI it¬ 
self for its judgment that the story was 
without foundation, altliough tl»c Com¬ 
mission had determined to make its own 
independent investigation. However, 
this by no means supports Epstein's con¬ 
clusion that tlic Commission's intent was 
to dispel tlic minor whctltcr Into or not. 
And yet this instance is the basis of 
Epstein's second cliaptcr, "Tlic Domi¬ 
nant Purpose," in which he evolves his 
tlicory that finding facts was only tlic 
Commission’s secondary purpose. In his 
anxiety to prove his point Epstein suc¬ 
cumbs to tlic device lie and tlic others 
so often charge against the Commission: 
ignoring the evidence. He writes. “No¬ 
where, not even in tlic 'Speculations and 
Rumors' appendix, does tlie Report men¬ 
tion the allegation that had so preoccu¬ 
pied tlic. Commission." 

To put it mildly, this is inaccurate. 
As Mark Lane notes. Appendix XII to 
tlic Report, “Speculations and Rumors," 
in a subsection entitled "Oswald and 
U.S. Covemment Agencies," discusses 
and rejects as baseless the minors and 
j speculations about Oswald’s alleged as- 
1 social ion with the FBI, staling the Com- 
; mission's reasons. A similar but more 
■extended treatment is to be found in 
Chapter VI of the Report proper, “In¬ 
vestigation of Possible Conspiracy," in a 
subsection entitled “Oswald Was Not an 
Agent for the U.S. Covemment." Some 
of the books under review, including 
those by Lane and Epstein, make a force¬ 
ful ease that the Commission’s investi¬ 
gation of tlicsc rumors and speculations 
was inadequate. Even if one agrees, and 
;cvcn if one assumes the Commission's 
!conclusion in this respect is false, this 
neither supports nor warrants Epstein's 
inaccurate assertion that the Report 


does not mention the "allegation that 
had so preoccupied the Commission." 
This unfounded charge by Epstein has 
been picked up and repeated in articles 
relying on and lauding bis book. Thus 
a new nimor circulates. 

If Epstein intends only a criticism of 
tlic failure of the Report to mention 
Texas Attorney Ccncral Waggoner Our, 
Dallas District Attorney Henry Wade, 
newspaper reporter Alonzo Iludkins, 
and Dallas Under Sheriff Allan Swealt 
as transmitters of these mmors this 
hardly sustains Epstein's blanket charge 
that the Report docs not refer to or treat 
with the mmors. Moreover, it represents 
a questionable criticism of the way the. 
Report is written rather than a demon¬ 
stration of the Commission's so-called 
“implicit" purpose. This illustrates an¬ 
other point too. All too frequently Ep¬ 
stein and the others mix their criticism 
of the way the Report was written with 
a criticism of the investigation. Tims 
even when tlicy arc satisfied with a par¬ 
ticular phase of the investigation they 
■point tlieir attack at the form of the Re¬ 
port. At other times, when the Report 
seems adequately to deal with a prul>- 
1cm, they seize on the investigation ns 
being inadequate. 

I I in vc dwelt at length on ibis matter 
because it is the dubious foundation 
stone for Epstein's tlicory tbut (bo Com¬ 
mission was mainly concerned with "the 
dominant purpose" of producing “only 
political truth," which underlies his en¬ 
tire analysis and provides the theoretical 
basis for his more serious allegations. 


Wh 


HEN the doctors at Parkland Hos¬ 
pital ascertained that the President was 
indcod dead, tlic need for an autopsy 
was evident. The Dallas hospital officials 
insisted that the law required it to ho 
performed there before the liody was 
moved. This would of course take some 
time. Federal intervention was question¬ 
able, the assassination of a President not 
then being a federal crime. Nonetheless,’ 
Kenneth O'Donnell was determined that 
the body be taken immediately to Wash¬ 
ington. largely, be said, because Mrs. 
Kennedy insisted on staying with her 
husband. By bind, persistence, and a 
threat of force O'Donnell, aided by Se¬ 
cret Service Agent Roy Kellerman and 
others, removed the body from the hos¬ 
pital, took it to the airport, and caused 
it to be flown to Washington without 
waiting for a local autopsy. 

Tlic use of this incident in some of 
these 1 >ooks is curiously revealing. Sail- 
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vane explores it in some detail as an 
event of “political significance," which 
cs(al)]islic<l a bxsis for fe<lcral jurisdic¬ 
tion over the investigation of the assas¬ 
sination. He cites it as evidence that tlx; 
Justice Department legally could anti 
slwiuld have taken over the entire in¬ 
quiry. This is part of his ratlrcr compli¬ 
cated and murky argument that tire 
Justice Department delayed interven¬ 
tion or avoided it in order not to em¬ 
barrass the state of Texas, and his 
contention that the Texas officials were 
determined to establish Oswalds sole 
guilt before such federal intervention. 
Why is not apparent. Everything is grist 
to this mill. Sauvage glides over the 
whole complex question of federal-state 
relations and ignores the fact that the 
Justice Department’s investigation did 
continue and that the Warren Commis¬ 
sion is in fact a species of federal inter¬ 
vention. 

Sylvan Fox at no little length uses 
the incident to demonstrate the petti¬ 
ness and "ghastly ineptitudes . . . dis¬ 
played by the Dallas nutltoritics.” 

Contrast Wcisl>crg’s description of it 
as "an abuse of the Texas authorities.” 
Tliis in a paragraph in which he also 
declines to "embarrass" tl»c "public serv¬ 
ants" who “forcibly removed the Presi¬ 
dent’s body," but is critical of the Report 
for failing to do so and for not noting 
whether a Texas official was invited to 
observe or participate in the autopsy. 
Sauvage, however, quotes O’Donnell as 
suggesting that a Dallas doctor "accom¬ 
pany the Ixxly and take charge of the 
autopsy." 


have been no questions"—but a few lines 
later lie indicates that had a Texas doc¬ 
tor or official been present "it is doubtful 
if the .results would have differed." 

Thus these autlmrs use the same 
fads to infer what they will, liowcvcr 
contradictory. 

Weisherg’s hints and speculations arc 
tlio launching pad for his criticism of 
the autopsy reports and the doctors 
who performed the autopsy at the Na¬ 
tional Naval Medical Center in Bctli- 
cxda, Maryland, the night of the assas¬ 
sination. They were Commanders James 
J. Ilumcs and J. Tlwmton Boswell of 
the Navy Medical Corps and Lieuten¬ 
ant Colonel Pierre Finch of the Army 
Medical Corps. All concede tlvc expert 
qualifications of these military doctors. 
In addition to the medical personnel, 
FBI agents Francis X. O'Neill and James 
W. Sibert and Secret Service agents Rov 


Kclierman, William R. Creer, William 
O'Leary, and Clinton J. Hill were al¬ 
legedly present during all or part of the 
autopsy, which was apparently conduct¬ 
ed by Commander Humes. 

Tlx; autopsy report, signed by the 
three doctors, states tliat the President 
died “as a result of two perforating 
gunslwjt wounds, fired from a point be¬ 
hind and somewhat above flic level of 
tlie deceased." Tl>c fatal missile, the 
doctors found, entered the skull and 
fragmented; then a portion exited, car¬ 
rying with it sections of the brain, 
skull, and scalp. 

Much has been written in these books 
and elsewhere about the bead wounds, 
their source and course. Obviously, tire 
autopsy doctors were not at tlx; scene 
of the assassination, nor at Parkland 
Hospital while lire doctors tlxirc ad¬ 
ministered to the President in the fruit¬ 
less effort to save him. The source of 
the autopsy doctors’ conclusion that the 
fatal missile came from "behind and 
somewhat alxjvc" was necessarily a com¬ 
bination of Ixrarsay and tlxrir own ob¬ 
servation of tlie wounds. 

These books contain the not unimpres¬ 
sive argument that the Ixiad wounds 
may have been caused by a bullet com¬ 
ing from in front and not from "lxdiind 
and somewhat above,” as tlx; .Report 
slates, or even by more titan one bullet, 
and that tlie bullet or bullets were not 
and could not liavc been fired from Os¬ 
wald's rifle nor by him. Mark Lane's 
presentation is particularly effective. 
However, it is fair to say that tlx; con- 


aziiic article do not permit a detailed 
analysis of the arguments. Neverthe¬ 
less, on the basis of numerous scrutinies 
of tlx; Warren Report and its exhibits, 
as well as each of the lxx)ks under discus¬ 
sion and their respective exhibits, plus 
articles in tlx: press and elsewhere. I 
ani inclined to accept the Commission’s 
conclusion that the slx>t which killed 
tlx* President was fired from tlx: sixth 
floor of the Texas School Book De¬ 
pository by Lee Harvey Oswald, utiliz¬ 
ing bis Mannliclicr-Carcano rifle. The 
physical evidence points tlx:rc and no¬ 
where else. 

TIk other wounds in the President’s 
body present far more difficulties, diffi¬ 
culties with tlx: Commission's Report, 
but also difficulties with tlx: theories 
advanced in each of tlicsc lxrnks. Tlie 
autopsy report signed by tlx; autopsy 


doctors states: 

The other missile entered the right 
superior posterior thorax above the 
scapula . . . ami made its exit through 
the anterior surface of the neck. 

This -ccms to be saying that one bul¬ 
let, not the fatal one, entered tlx; Presi¬ 
dent’s body just below and to the right 
of the President’s neck above the shoul¬ 
der bone and exited through the front 
of bis neck. This would be consistent 
with a wound from above and behind, 
and with an artist's schematic drawing 
made later under Commander Humes's 
direction. However, it is inconsistent 
with a chart made by the Commander 
during or right after the autopsy, in¬ 
dicating a lower wound in tho back and 
a higlicr wound in the front of the 
throat. It is also inconsistent with the 
FBI reports of the autopsy and certain 
newspaper reports, obviously founded 
on FBI leaks. 

Tlx: autopsy report is undated. Com¬ 
mander Ilumcs testified it was complet¬ 
ed and forwarded to higlicr authority 
by November 21, within forty-eight 
lauirs of the autopsy. Humes's supple¬ 
mental report was forwarded to The 
White House Physician on December f> 
and shortly thereafter was turned over 
to the Secret Service. Thus it appears 
that in December 19(i3 the Secret Serv¬ 
ice had the doctors' autopsy reports in¬ 
dicating the President had been shot 
near the base of the neck from l>chiiul 
and that the bullet had followed a 
downward course nod exited through 
the lower portion of the front of the 
neck or throat. 

However, the FBI report turned 
over to tlx: Commission on December 
9. 1903, slates: 

Medical examination of tlie President'* 
Ixxly revealed that one of the hnllel* 
had entered just below his shoulder to 
tlie ri;;lu of the spinal column at an 

angle of *15 to 60 degrees downward, 
that there was no point of exit, and 
that the hnllel was not in the lx>dy. 

The FBI supplemental report, dated 
January 13, 1964. states: 

Medical examination of the President'* 
lately had revealed that •tlx* hnllel 
which entered his hack hail penetrail'd 
to a distance of less than a finger length. 

Tlie supplemental report also refers 
to evidence of “an exit hole for a projec¬ 
tile" in front of President Kennedy’s shirt 
about one inch below the collar button. 

These FBI reports to the Commission 
appear to have been founded upon two ; 
reports made and signed by FBI agents ; 


fficts and contradictions ami unsupport- 
Weisberg goes on to defend the rights c«l speculations in tlicsc books and tlx; 
of the Male of Texas, thus disrespected, authors* tlx-orics on this aspect of tlx; 
lie then suggests that had the autopsy I; inquiry produce no satisfactory altcma- 
been performed in Texas "there might live. Here the Commission's Report is 

the most convincing. Tlie liinitsof a mag- 
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' f ?/, 3 ! 0 ‘'f' 1 '* ,hc fir *‘ Novr,p - During the autopsv l.c olrscrvcd 

m« r “ C scc0,ul oi ‘ November, dial a tracheotomv lud been performed 

2.J, 1963. 'file agents* Novcinlx* 26lh on tltc President at Parkland Hospital, 
report states in part- that, during the l M ,t at the time lie had no way of know- 
autopsy Commander Humes located a ing that a projectile wouikI in the front 
bullet hole “below the shoulders and 0 f the President s neck was used ;ts the 
two inches to tlic right of tl*c middle point of tlic ^icision. Earlv on the .nom¬ 
ine of the spinal column ; tliat probing j n gof November 23.1963. following the 
, *»>■ * he <Ioclor i'Kl'catctl entry “at a autopsy, be talked on the phone with 
: downward position of 45 to 60 degrees - Dr. Malcolm O. Perry, who bad per- 

• and that "the distance traveled by this formed tin* traclicotomy. and learned of 
missile was short inasmuch as the end die throat wound, which damaged the 
of the^opening could be felt with the traclica and other portions of the neck. 

. ""S®!* T** n K cn,s ’ report notes that From this he concluded tliat tin: bullet 
the doctors “were at n loss to explain which entered the President from lx>- 
why they could find no bullets"; “no hind nt the right of the base of the neck, 
complete bullet could »>e located in the or just l>c!ow it. had exited from the 
body either by probing or X-ray" and front of the neck or throat. This is the 
no point of exit found. sulistantialion for that portion of the 

, c °8® n ** « a *« a tclcplione call was autopsy rci»ort which descries these 
made to the FIJI laboratory, which ad- wounds. stafng the back wound was 
vised that a bullet found on a strctclier one of entrance and the throat or neck- 
in the emergency room at Parkland Hos- wound one of exit. 

: I i a "U?, Di ! ,,aS J! a<1 bccn ‘ umcd OVCf *° “ **• ** 1 have »W. inconsistent with 

the I IJI; that Dv. Humes was told of it the FIJI reports. It is also inconsistent 
| } l,,r, "K "? a “‘°P*y; 1* immediate- with newspaper reports based on inter- 

ly mkl this accounted for no bullet Iks views with the Parkland doctors and 
mg located which had entered the hack with TV statements made bv them de- 
! region and that since external cardiac scribing the wound in llie front of the 

• r*?'?!' , pcrfofmcd at Park - »*<* as a puncture wound, indicating a 

, land Hospital it was entirely possible wound of entrance. Docs this mean that 
: tlml through such movement tlic bullet tl* doctors’ autopsy report is incorrect 

had worked its way hack out of the point or was falsified to sustain a Commission 
of entry and had fallen on tlic stretcher." theory or to fasten guilt upon Oswald? It 
r urllicr examination of tlic Imdy. m.h! is important to remember that the autop- 
A-rays of pieces »f llie skull brought sv report was completed and forxvardcd 
inm the autopsy room during the an- to higher authority bv Novcmlier 24. 
topsv satisfied Dr. Humes. (lie agents* 1903. within fortv-cight Itonrs after the 
reimn continues, that one bullet “had assassination, weil l>cforc the Commix- 
cntereil the rear of the skull ami had sion was appointed and before any clear 
fragmentized prior to exit through the lilies of how the nwassination had 
lop of the skull, and auotlar “had occurred had heen formulated. It wax 
entered the President's hack ami also signed bv all three of the military 
worked its way out . . . during external doctor* win 'performed tl* autopsy at 
curd tie massage. The agents’ Nuvcm- liclltrsda. 

l»or 29 report explains that llie piece of lint none of this prevents five of our 
skull brought into the autopsy room had autliors-Mexsrs. Wcislxrrg, Pupkin. Fox. 
been found on the floor of the Presideu- Lane, and Epstcin-fmm launching more 
'“‘I t ' ar n,,<l wn * ,akcn *° Washington In or less harsh attacks on Commander 
another plane, as was llie whole bullet . Humes ami die doctors’ autopsy report, 
found at Parkland Hospital. I Tlic attacks arc premised on three 

It is obvious that these reports arc grounds: First, that the report is un- 
t'l® foundation for the FUI reports. It is dated-overlooking tl* fact that the rc- 
cxn'ally obvious that they measurably port form provides space only for the 
undermine tlic elaborate speculations date and time of death and date and 
expounded in the hooks under review time of the autopsy, both of which arc 
about the fatal shots coihing from in indicated. Second, that Commander' 

Humes certified in writing on November 
However, there is also an obvious In- 24. 1963. that lie had “destroyed bv 
coiimn cnev I retween these reports and burning certain preliminary draft notes." 

ic autopsy doctors' report stating that Third, that the autopsy report is incon- 
uic intlfct which entered in the back, sistent with tl* FUI reports. Tire last is 
nc.n lie base of the neck, exited through particularly curious Irccausc these an¬ 
tic throat, despite the doctors* earlier ‘i*>rs have all been cxlremclv critical of 
i icorizmg tha, this bullet had fallen tire FBI with respect to this' ami oilier 
-*—}•_Humes provided an cxplana- aspects of live investigation; they have 


freely attacked the Fills credibility and 
implied tlt.it it was the main sponsor, in 
addition to the Dallas police, of the 
theory that Oswald alone was guilty. 
Sauvage, in his addendum, "American 
Postscript." uses tl* inconsistency to 
damn both the FIJI and the Commis¬ 
sion. Weisberg also seizes on the altera¬ 
tions made by Humes in his draft of the 
report and his notes of his telephone 
conversations with Dr. Perry as evidence 
of deliberate falsification of the record. 

They all prove too much. Perhaps the 
autopsy report is inaccurate or contains 
excessive speculation. If we accept the 
FIJI report we must remember it was 
founded on Humes’s prior speculation; 
it remains undemonstrated that tho au¬ 
topsy report was falsified or altered at a 
later date to fit a Commission theory. 
31* real animus for the onslaught on 
Commander Humes is the fact tliat tho 
autopsy report cuts the ground from 
under the theories that the shots came 
from in front. 

The most circuitous.attack is made by 
Epstein. Having established to his own 
satisfaction that tlic dominant purpose 
of the Commission was to dispel rumors 
and establish political troth, lie posits 
the theory that (lie FIJI reports arc accu¬ 
rate, that the doctors* autopsy report 
was altered moro than two months after 
tl* autopsy, and that the autopsy report 
published in the Warren Report is not 
the original one. Hedged with enough 
"ifs," he ventures that this indicates tho 
conclusions of tl* Report "must bo 
viewed as expressions of political troth." 
His technique is interesting, lie uses tho 
phrase "purported to ho tho original" 
when referring to the published report, 
and he calls it the "Commission's autopsy 
rrpwt" rather than the "autopsy doctors* 
report." Like Sauvage, Epstein suggests 
that tlic inconsistency presents a di¬ 
lemma. one horn of which is that if tho 
FIJI distorted its report on this basic 
f.ul doubt is cast on the entire investi¬ 
gation Ik-c.uisc the Commission's inves¬ 
tigation and conclusions were premised 
on the accuracy of the FIJI reports. 
Epstein overlooks the fact that he him¬ 
self lias already spent a chapter attack¬ 
ing the credibility of the FIJI. Ho also 
ignores the fact that the Commission 
accepted the doctors’ autopsy report, 
not the report of the FIJI, which indi¬ 
cates tliat the Commission's conclusions 
were not entirely premised on the FIJI 
report. Sauvage sees the point and 
damns Ixith. 

Epstein, like the other authors, chooses 
U. accept what the FIJI and Secret 
Service bystanders at the autopsy report 
dial llicy heard (obviously hearsay) but 
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rejects what tire doctors who did the 
autopsy wrote and have not denied. 

. n The second horn of the dilemma, says 
Epstein, is tliat if the FIJI Reports arc 
accurate, the doctors’ report must liavc 
been altered after January 13. IJc and 
Sauvage imply that tlic alteration was 
designed to Imlstcr the Commission's 
t|tcory that the President and Covemor 
John Connnlly were both hit by the 
same bullet, and tliat it went through 
the President’s neck ami was the bullet 
found at Parkland Hospital. Epstein ig¬ 
nores the fact that, as lie himself reports, 
it was not until March, four months 
later, that the single-bullet tlicory was 
first advanced and that it was never 
fully accepted. One might observe that 
his line of argument, supported by in¬ 
nuendoes such as “purported,’’ “pur¬ 
portedly," and well-sprinkled “ifs," needs 
far greater demonstration. Lane ad¬ 
vances the same argument and concludes 
there was a belated alteration in the 
doctors' report. 

-A-LL of these books except The Sec¬ 
ond Oswald seem to ignore the fact tliat 
the Fill reports were based on the re¬ 
ports of Sibert and O'Neill, who were 
present at the autopsy; furthermore, tliat 
the doctors’ nutopsy report, which was 
revised or written in final form tlic next 
day, after the phone conversations with 
Dr. Perry at Parkland Hospital, was for¬ 
warded to the Secret Service, not the 
FBI. As Popkin notes, the FBI reports 
arc phrased in the language of Sibert 
and O'Neill, rather tlian the technical 
language of tlic doctors. 

Why is it necessary to assume falsifi¬ 
cation and a plot? Why cannot the third 
possibility, the unmentioned possibility 
—that Commander Humes's explanation 
is the tnith-bc accepted? It is not even 
discussed, except by Popkin. The al¬ 
ternatives proposed by the others in¬ 
volve either falsification by Humes or 
distortion or worse by the FBI. And 
although the FBI is their favorite whip¬ 
ping boy on other aspects of the ease, 
here they point the finger at Iimncs. 
They do so, I suggest, liecau.se this fits 
more easily into their theories of con¬ 
spiracy and plot. And if there was a 
plot to falsify the record, is it inap¬ 
propriate to ask, "Why didn’t somebody 
tell the FBI?" 

It is interesting to note Epstein’s com¬ 
ment that the FBI supplemental re¬ 
port implies that the wound in the front 
of the neck was an exit wound, caused 
by a fragment from the other bullet, 
presumably the bullet which entered 
the head and fragmented. The FBI sup¬ 


plemental report docs no such thing. It 
refers to a wound of exit caused by a 
“projectile." Since Epstein docs not ad¬ 
vance the theory of shots from tlic front 
and wounds of entrance in front, he has 
no need to attack the FBI reports, as do 
the others. 

I- have expanded on this entire area 
because I believe it is typical. It is 
demonstrable that these books use the 
same technique in dealing with such 
matters as the identification of the rifle, 
the proof that it belonged to Oswald, 
the identification of Oswald, the ques¬ 
tions concerning Oswald's marksman¬ 
ship. tlic descriptions of J. D. Tippit's 
murder, the proof that Oswald was Tip- 
pit’s killer, the source of the bullet 
found at tlic Parkland Hospital, the 
question of how many shots were fired, 
tlic sequence of tlic shots, tlic numlicr 
of silots that hit Governor Connally. the 
source of tlic shols-front, rear, or both—, 
how Ruby got into police headquarters, 
the alleged relationship between Os¬ 
wald and Ruby. etc. If one were to 
catalogue tlie way each of these books 
treats each of llicsc matters and to list 
the theories put forth by each writer as 
to what happened and who was guilty, 
it would quickly appear that the pattern 
of treatment reflects the theory ad¬ 
vanced. This is perfectly proper if it docs 
not involve distortion and contradiction 
and tlic easy assumption tliat all who dis¬ 
agree arc either corrupt, dishonest, or 
incredible. That is nonetheless the prac¬ 
tice. Only Wcislicrg is consistent. He 
find* malevolence cvcrywlicrc. 

Nor is the Waircn Commission without 
fault. With respect to tlic inconsistencies 
in the doctors’ autopsy reports, the FBI 
reports and tlic FBI agents' reports, die 
Commission had a clear duty. Its obliga¬ 
tion was to inquire into the inconsisten¬ 
cies, to question all wlio were involved. 
It bad a duty to report the facts and to 
include all of tlic reports in its own 
Report. Unlike that of a jury, tlie func¬ 
tion of the Commission was not merely 
to render a verdict of "innocent" or 
"guilty.” Its duty was to disclose the 
facts and explain its conclusions. It 
failed to do so. 

nr 

aIIIS leads to the single-bullet theory. 
Tlic autopsy doctors reported that a 
bullet bad entered the President’s body 
at the base of the neck or in the back 
uliovo tlic shoulders and exited through 
his throat. The theory is that the same 
Indict then entered Governor Connally's 
body through tin* back, emerged under 
bis right nipple, went through his right 
wvi.\t. and pierced bis right thigh; later 
it fell out. landing first on bis strctclicr 
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ami subsequently on the floor at Park¬ 
land Hospital, where it was found and 
turned over to the FBI. 

I am dubious about this theory. It flies 
in the face of evidence, expert and other¬ 
wise. concerning direction, velocity, mid 
elfcct. First advanced by Ilumcs and 
Commission counsel Arlcn Specter in 
March of 196-1. it was a useful hypothe¬ 
sis. By that time examination of films 
taken by an amateur named Abraham 
ZapnulcY had indicated Governor Con- • 
rally was first hit l.S seconds after Presi¬ 
dent Kennedy. Experiments with Os¬ 
wald's bolt action rifle showed it could 
not be fired within less than an interval of : 
2.3 seconds botween shots. The single- 
bullet theory would rcconcilo this. The 
Commission and most of the staff lawyers 
were doubtful alunit it. as were all the 
doctors and ballistics experts. Governor 
Connally insisted lie must have been 
hit hv a different bullet because he had 
heard a shot before lie felt the impact 
of the bullet striking. Since a bullet 
travels faster titan the speed of sound, 
he reasoned lie could have been bit only 
by a second bullet, the pvidcncc was 
clear that Kennedy had been bit by tbo 
first bullet. 

According to Epstein, after the single- 
bullet theory was thoroughly explored 
and tested, the mendmrs of the Commis¬ 
sion were of divided opinion about it. 
Epstein reports that Commissioner John 
J. McCloy, who accepted the hypothesis 
and wanted a unanimous report argued 
there was evidence both men bad been 
struck by the same bullet but, in view 
of other evidence, the Commission could 
not concur on the probability of ibis. 
Representative Gerald R. Ford wanted 
to say the evidence was “compelling." 
Senator Richard B. Russell, who was 
doubtful, wished to say merely that 
tlicrc was only "credible” cvidcnco. 
Commissioner McCloy proposed that tho 
word “persuasive” ho used, and this wo* 
agreed. Tlic Report states: 

Although it is not necessary *° nn V c% " 
.irnti.il findings of the Commission to 
determine just which shot hit Governor 
Connally, there is very persuasive evi¬ 
dence from the experts to indicate that 
the same bullet which pierced the 
President’s throat nbo caused Gov¬ 
ernor Connally's wounds. However, 
Governor Connally’s testimony and 
certain oilier factors have given rise to 
some difference of opinion as to the 
probability, but there is no question in 
the mind of any mendicr of the Com¬ 
mission that all the shots which caused 
the President's and Governor Con¬ 
nally's wounds were fired from the sixth 
floor window of the Texas School Hook 
Depository. 


Epstein and others have made much 
of the fact that this paragraph repre¬ 
sents a compromise in language and 
docs not completely accept the single- 
bullet theory. It seems appropriate to 
comment that rhn s any decision, re¬ 
port, or opinion by a court, commission, 
or committee made up of several inde¬ 
pendent-minded men or women must 
necessarily include compromise lan- _ 
gunge when thcro are conflicting Items . 
of evidence. Not until now had I heard * 
that this was either wrong, unfair, or ; 
dishonest. I suggest that this paragraph t 
and others in the Reports conclusions j 
tend to indicate fairness rather than the j 
technique of a prosecutor’s brief, as the j 
commentators claim. 


% 


IIIS brings up the wltolc question of 
; credibility of testimony. A theme that 
i runs through all of these books is that 
the testimony of many of the witnesses 
relied on by the Commission must be 
rejected because in some respects their 
statements were demonstrated to be 
incorrect or false. The authors do not 
ask that the same standards be applied 
to their own witnesses, or those upon 
whom they rely. Rut this is not the real 
point. It is a general proposition of law, 
applicable in all courts 1 know anything 
about, that the jury be charged that if 
it finds a witness has lied about one 
material point it may reject all of his 
or her testimony, but is not required to 
do so. The jury may reject so much as 
is false and accept so much as it finds 
credible. This is not a ndc solely for 
legal fact-finders, but a rule of life, uti¬ 
lized by most men in all their decision¬ 
making. It is logical and sensible. Why 
tho Commission did not have a right to 
. follow the same practice is unclear. 

In this connection tltc Commission's 
utilization of Helen Louise Markham’s 
testimony identifying Oswald ns the Tip- 
pit murderer is of interest. There arc ob¬ 
vious difficulties with her testimony, 
particularly in the light of Mark Lane's 
attack on her credibility. However, the 
portions of the transcript of Lane’s tape- 
recorded telephone conversation with 
her, quoted by lame and S.uivage, do 
not Mip|M»rt the comments by them and 
by some of the others that site varied 
in her descriptions of the killer or tli.it 
J.nno adequately identified himself in hh 
phone call. He never told her the phone 
call was being tape-recorded or whom he 
represented. Roth of these matters arc 
the main bases for the vicious attacks on 
her credibility and on the Commission. 
The Commission’s Report gave her testi¬ 
mony only "probative” value. Epstein 
reports that Commission counsel Joseph 
Rail, who wrote (lie first draft of Chap¬ 


ter IV of the Commission's Report set¬ 
ting forth tlic ease against Oswald, did 
not wish to rely on Iter testimony, nor 
that of Marina.Oswnld.itor that of How¬ 
ard Rrennau. Epstein also writes that 
Commission counsel Wesley Liebclcr, 
tlie source of much of Epstein's material, 
also disltclicvcd Mrs. Markham. In this 
connection it is worthy of comment that 
several of our autliors have sharply criti¬ 
cized both UebeJor and the Commission 
on the ground that Licbclcr’s examina¬ 
tion of Mrs. Markham as a witness was 
loo weak and too friendly and designed 
only to protect Iter and Iter story. Now 
we arc told lie did not believe her. Com¬ 
mission counsel Norman Rcdlich, who 
wrote the final version of the chapter, 
utilized tltc testimony of all three as 
support for its conclusion. 

Epstein makes a big point of this, as 
proof that the Commission relied on un¬ 
reliable witnesses. He ignores the sig¬ 
nificant fact that Ball and Liebclcr, both 
of whom had doubts about these wit¬ 
nesses, did not disagree with the Com¬ 
mission’s conclusion that Oswald alone 
was guilty, as sltown by other cvidcncc- 
thc ultimate concern in this chapter. 
That every paragraph had to be written 
and rewritten until it met tltc approval 
of all seven Commissioners would seem 
to warrant Epsteins commendation rath¬ 
er than his criticism. 

Despite the attacks on the Commis¬ 
sion and the evidence it relied on, thcro 
remains adequate evidence tliat Oswald 
was guilty. If tlicrc was another assassin, 
he left no trace. 

Popkin's suggestion of a second Os¬ 
wald is sheer speculation. The allega¬ 
tions of conspiracy are equally tenuous. 
No physical evidence supports the 
theory that the shots were fired from 
the railroad overpass or the grassy knoll. 
If tltc shots came from in front, how 
docs one explain Governor Connally’s 
wounds? If the FBI reports arc correct 
concerning the President’s back wound, 
as all of these writers except Popkin 
scent to accept, the shot must have come 
from behind. Tltc FBI report would 
also indicate that the bullet found at 
Parkland Hospital fell out of the Presi¬ 
dents hack during cardiac massage. This 
bullet was clearly identified as having 
been fired from Oswald’s rifle. 

Popkin avoids ibis implication of Os¬ 
wald's guilt by liinting that Ruby 
planted the bullet at tlic hospital, as 
farfetclicd and unsupportablc a conjec¬ 
ture as could be imagined. 


-I1E ascertainment of truth is not easy. 
The adversary method is undoubtedly 
superior, although it has weaknesses. 


That method was difficult if not impos- \ 

' siblc in the ease o» the Warren Commis¬ 
sion. Tito Commission was appointed 
because the kifctg of Oswald meant 
I tlicrc could be no adversary trial. If the 
local officials in Texas believed, as they 
intimated, that Oswald was the solo 
assassin, they wookl pursue the matter 
no further. However, there were obvious 
doubts, both nboot Oswalds guilt and 
tlic performances! the Dallas police. An 
investigation seemed called for. Epstein 
and others stre* the political nature 
of this Commission. Any Commission 
would, I believe; be subject to the samo 
criticism. 

The Commission had to find tho facts. 

At what point would adversary counsel 
be appointed? Whom would lie repre¬ 
sent? And in wfcot manner? Snpposo tho 
Commission fomul evidence indicating 
someone other Aon Oswald was guilty? 
What procedure would it follow? And 
when would counsel be appointed or 
permitted? Eve* though Mark Lane's - 
legal standing was dubious, since ho 
represented Oswald’s mother and not bis 
widow or bis estate, it might have been 
better if lie bad been permitted to act 
as adversary counsel. How this could 
have been handled in the light of tho 
Commission's procedures is difficult to 
determine. Nevertheless, a technique 
should have bee* devised. The Commis¬ 
sion not only had to bo just; it bad to 
appear to be just. 

For the same reason, the Commission 
should have beard several other witnes¬ 
ses and given a more adequate explana¬ 
tion in its Report of the reasons why it 
accepted ccrtaia evidence and rejected 
other evidence. Of the conclusions pos¬ 
tulated, I believe tltc Commission's aro 
the most credible, and that it made a 
ease against Oswald. Whether guilt be¬ 
yond a reasonable doubt could havo 
been cstablisltcd in an adversary trial 
is anotltcr matter. Marina Oswald could 
not have testified. Hearsay testimony 
would not have been admissible, and 
adversary counsel would havo been 
present. However, it is fair to say that 
much of tltc stuff in these books could 
not have been utilized either. 

As I said at the outset, the critics also 
have a duty. They have failed it. Each 
of them in one way or another suggcsls 
tlicrc was a conspiracy involved. Weis-* 
berg asserts, without any cvidcnco in 
support, that the Commission “excul¬ 
pated" “Presidential assassins." Again 
without credible evidence Sauvago 
maintains lb.it the assassination was 
the product of a right-wing racist plot 
and that Oswald was killed ai part of 
a Dallas police plot to prevent discovc ry 
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of the first plot. Fox nntis Oswald guilty, 
but suggests, on tlic most tenuous basis, 
that there was a plot in which Ruby and 
Oswald were involved. Lane makes a 
strong defense of Oswald, points the fin¬ 
ger at Ruby, also on a flimsy basis, and 
likewise suspects a conspiracy. 

Lane's is tlie strongest case for Os¬ 
wald. He makes some telling points, 
vigorously and effectively. Rush to Judg¬ 
ment, however, is marred in great meas- • 
ure by name-calling imputations of mo¬ 
tive, which remain undemonstrated, and 
by inconsistencies and contradictions in 
the attack. I have already noted the ; 
forced conclusions he attempts to draw 
from his tape-recorded telephone con¬ 
versation with Mrs. Markham. Positing 
a second Oswald, engaged in a conspir¬ 
acy with the known Oswald to assassin¬ 
ate the President, Popkin holds that the 
second Oswald and a third man were 
the real assassins. According to him, the 
known Oswald was the patsy; the second 
OswJd was on the sixth floor of the 
School Book Depository, wlierc he fired 
somo of the shots while the third man 
fired other shots from the grassy knolL 
Popkin concedes the known Oswald 
killed Patrolman Tippit. All this theoriz¬ 
ing arises from evidence that a man who 
looked like Oswald was engaged in sus¬ 
picious activity during the months be¬ 
fore the assassination. Because, at the 
times and places involved, Oswald could 
not physically havo been present, the 
Commission found that this activity, at¬ 
tributed by some to the known Oswald, 
was that of some other unknown man. 
Epstein’s thcoiy is that Oswald was 
. guilty, but he implies a second assassin. | 
The common theme of the books is con-' 
spiracy and, in effect making it part of | 
the conspiracy, improper motivation on : 
the part of tl»c Commission. Repealed 
often enough, the charge may stick. 
Thcso attempts to set up doubt, without 
adequate basis, arc dangerous and, on 
the evidence, unwarranted. Conspiracies 
have an objective. What objective was 
served by tho assassination of President 
Kennedy? And what steps have been 
taken to carry it out? Nowhere in these 
books is there a suggestion of an answer. 

Finally, it sliould be noted that no 
one has yet been able to produce a 
scintilla of proof or a minute reason 
why tho Commission would want to ex¬ 
culpate the real assassin or assassins, if 
Oswald was even indeed innocent or not 
alone. Until some credible evidence of 
this is forthcoming, it is inappropriate so 
to hint or assert. Or must we just assume 
that the Warren Commission wished to 
have the Presidential assassin or assas¬ 
sins on the loose? 
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VIATIC i’JGTOi} POST 
20 >I< vel’sber 1966 


O/n An Eyewitness - and Marksmen 
'Heard, Just Three Shots and 
Scoffs at Monstro us ‘Phi’ 

mate that more than 20.000 Americans 
will buy any book relating to the late 
President • 

Continuing deep Interest in and grief 
for the fa leo young leader and shock 
over the manner of his death have 
combined to create a climate ideal for 
rumor-breeding, an atmosphere of sup-' 

port for challenging questions aimed 

• •* • • • • • • • • • ' • m * 

at the Warren Commission, almost os 


^ available for the first five years only to 
‘ Federal agencies and then only to quail- 
! fied pathologists. 

(In his news conference Nov. 4, Presi- • 
J dent Johnson said ho knew of uo “new 
’ evidence" In this material or elsewhere 
to challenge the Warren Commission 
findings. He thought It was right that 
j the material turned over to the National 
’! Archives should not be displayed in, 
J "every sewing circle" by pcoplo with 

I! no serious purpose. __ 

(Prior to the President's comment, • 
challenge, proceedings of the Warren. Many questions about the assassina- the Justice Department had' announced j 
Commlss on set up by President John-; tion and the resulting investigation are,' that the pictures and X-ruys Were ex- • 
son to Investigate the slaying that took, according to U.S. News & World lie- amlncd by the two Navy’doctors who'! 
place In Dallas Nov. 22, 1963. . port, “nagging doubts raised by enter- participated, in the autopsy and these j 

From his torrent of words spread prising authors which seem to find an physicians said they corroborated their I 
tributarhs of rumor: that President , especially receptive audience abroad." testimony to the Warren Commission.) j 
Kennedy really is alive and the man J Major Parisian newspapers assigned top . . ’ , 

shot-in i'alias was a double; that Lee; men and many columns of space to the Oswald riupomlcd • 

Harvey ('swald had conspirators, even subject The Times of London has called HjAllt: COMMISSION, set up under Mr. j 
one or mote riflemen who fired at the for reopening of .the Commission In- JL Johnson's Executive Order Nov. 2'J, i 
same time he did; that Oswald was an| vestigation to examine recently raised luu3, uuder Chief Justice Warreu, was ! 
i FBI man. a CIA man, a Russian spy, points of criticism. At least one Con-: intended .to ovoid overlapping Inquiries ; 
a Castro agent; that Jack Ruby was a 'gressman. Rep. Theodore It. Kupper- by state and local authorities while ar- 
trlggohn; n who, with the bumbling man (R-N.Y.), wants Congress to set up 1 riving at the truth about tiio murder 
help of the Dallas police, 6lloncco a Joint committee to determine whether 1 of a President. Composed of meu of 
Oswald, md so on, Into even wdder • a full-scale legislative investigation of ! unassailable integrity and with the 
flights of speculation. .* ( v ‘ j the Commission is warranted. There is i Government's entire investigative re- 
•. None cf this mixture of theory , and ! doubt that this will be done. ji sources at its command, the Commis- 

hokum appears to have any basis of J • ' Msiou on Sept. 27, 19G4, submitted a 000- 

provablc act, but that has not stopped Ti»c General Indictment . page report backed up by six million 

the clamor. . /CRITICS OF the Warren Commission words of supporting testimony and ex- 

p -j ; HT »• . * vx Incline generally to the theory that bibits contained in 20 volumes. 

A 1 roll. motive ' •• . it erred seriously In concluding that i The Commission came to the conclu- 

QOME CRITICS of the Commission, I Oswald acted alone in killing Kennedy; Jsion tiiat Mr.'Kennedy was killed by 
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Osw; Id’s 6.5 Mannlicher-Carcano rifle 
pure! ased under an assumed name 
from a Chicago mail order house. 

• We ven around and through these 
main branches of criticism are peri* 
• phen 1 questions and allegations based 
| to gr at extent on doubts that Oswald, 
I a for ner Marine with a rifle rating of 
: sharp ihooter, could have been as ac¬ 
curst • as he was with on inexpensive 


character who clipped into the p . e O: -vald was an experienced rifleman .arksuiau Himself 

station during an excited, disorganized frorr his days in the Marine Corps. The MUST a5 lhii point inject a personal 
period, most or the current books prob- distance of sh^s-*om Uxe s«th ^ nQte hx aiidiUon l0 bcinj . a pro . • 

.ably could not or would uot have flooi window of the building to the fe$sional rcporter ossigncd to the 
, cjastcd - ' car-would be alinos H()USC fop more ^ ycars « 

I Two Main Tnppi*ia ' ' ‘ bUnk , I have been a hunter and target marks:. 

I A wo Alum largcta . shoo ers armed with a 6.5 rifle and a x * • 

I |M A VAlUIiTY 0 / books and articles, tetanic sight. Small boys at summer by .“ly mcam. 

1 authors have concentrated chiefly camps can do equally well on their fcut ^ flre S0Qlc prof ^onid experts' 

on what they regarded os two major. Urg- t ranges using Zl rifles (much less ^ mc as P bcin2 com pctently 

, fh * , . i powerful ^ an * ^ aDd n ° leleSCOp,C familiar with many weapons and their; 

• Credibility of the Commission's- sigh s whatever. * ..twhavinr I 

conduct of Uic Investigation and thajI. T» erefore, much of the.Utewyjuror„ hundre d feet from 

TS2&E2,. 

ms* , s - * pul 11 c “: 

Oswald’s 6.5 Mannllcher-Carcano rifle Hr** BELIEVB Mmc of lhc ^^orics and In Seii 

pure! ased under an assumed name 1 >ut In the current wave of ; P Qf * ^ were at tho point of 
from a Chicago mail order house. anti-Commission writings would be to ."co mi n g out 

• We ven around and through these belle vc that somehow the Chief Justice ' first shot was fired. The sound was not 
main branches of criticism are pen- of u e Unilcd states, the FBI, the Se- entirely crisp and ft seemed for a split 

j to gr at q cxUint n on doubU g tha°t n Oswald. cret leadln C «*»*" of Con- “ con ^' UilrTls mo 

I a for ner Marine with a rifle rating of & Ci - and President Johnson himself * c U C4m °’ 

• sharp ihooter, could have been as ac- cntc ed lnt ° • monstrous plot to keep 

curat • as he was with an Inexpensive truth from the public-or that their ™ e *£? * *?*•£ 
mall »rdcr rifle and a telcscoDic sicht collective efforts to investigate tho os- cvcn ‘ y * , er ® was Dot «^ ,e slightest 
deer bed variously “■ th. ^ Uc, I amouutcd <o to much a,a- “-ubt on .he Iron, sent of our ear that 

ZZ .been either dcf“llvToTd“ » ld ^ “ d «' conccra. | .heshota came from a rifle to our rear 

tone, at the time of the *s<3<slnatlon ' ‘ K bn>t P° Mible to deal wiUl « v «y-j (and JJ ,e Depository ot Uiis point 

Author has followed author In clUng lhin * been said and written. * as ? l "f | Uy .{ 0 °“ r f rcar) ‘ W ? rcraar,lcd 

ccrta.» tests made during the Com mis . f*™ 1 thc Kennedy assassination and; UC Nvh °. t 

.wvp" that the' thc Investigations of it, but spme spe- 1 had happened toMr..Kcnncdy, although 

slon nvcstigation to prove ih« ito ^ ^ ^ coinmcnlcd ou ^ ^ we had seen ldm slide from view iu 

four-) ov/cv ic escoP 1 '' : si f^ on ° 4 ;; -Inquest" by Edward Jay Epstein, a . U>e roar ol the open White House car. 

rifle vaiJ>“dhr out o . . '31-year-old New Yorker now working.’ Even Mo™ Mr. Kennedy's body, 

’ T ° * r C |hA niirstinn*. raised about the on h,s docl o ral * ln American govern- reached the hospital In a chilling, high-. 
m0nJ the^hots 1 racnl a ‘ Harvard, is one of the more, speed dash. I reported from the car by 

- l llrant r e n ' lfm P frjtc ^ of th * CUITCUt «°P.' ™ d lotcU Phono to thc UPI Dallas 

' attn! uted to O 8 ' : concerned far more with Commission! bureau that three shots had Jjeen fired 

! r; "/hi procedures U.on wiU. 1U| U,e Kennedy proeesslo. 


the second and third 6hots. 

The shots were fired smoothly and 
evenly. There was not .the slightest 


bcim defective. It would have been an 


conclusions. 


OPUC. U^ , rue™.ol‘«k b e U . t rr.:r. C n 7W 0T UNTIL we pulled up .. .bcj 

truly accurate .^nssination.l’ introduction by magazine writer Rich- lN Parldand Hospital emergency cit* 

m i*” 1 H. Ro.ere, . friquCnUy percepUve U».co In » seresm.ng skid end I run 

As i was, G > cssay i s t and critic. He Jumps on Harrl- to the side of tho Kennedy car did I 

repair tho signi . Mn Sa i isbury ol ^ Ncw York Times knowr x or certain that ho was badly j 

Sieh led It Iu t0T Ravine written that in thc Com- hurt, 

k v THK SIGHT to bccin With mission report, "no material question When I saw Mr. Kennedy pitched] 

oiiniitv thern remains unsolved." Then Rover© points over on thc rear seat and blood darken- 
I Yy was notoiuieocs q vy. o Ep stein says that "at !east o ne ; >ng bis coat, and Gov. John Connally 

| s »*' 1 « 0 ‘*;! d J dg ;* cd '! Z large question of ineon.cslable maU>! of Texas slumped face up on U,o floor | 

I bcfoic the killing. This moansit e riality __ lhc numbcr of ri n e shotj fired; I with brownish red foam seeping froim 

i went out on a prnc c 8 ® at thc presidential party—was never re- ,his chest wound, not one hospital' 

. checked the voriabditiw o g t solvctl> nol CVCOf astonishingly, to thc orderly, doctor or nurse had reached 

I un ?f' 'nm ,« 0 «in.u 0 n Tc weapon satisfacUon of Use commissioners thjm- .«» vehicle. Several careless authors 
Af cr Ulc assassination, the weapon ^ ! wou i d have their readers believe that 

presumably was thrown to the floor of aelvcs. •; medical attendants were on the Geeno 

thc' look Depository and Oswald fled. Thus we have a case within a case: • at polnL T hey were not I was 

In sibsequeut investigation, the rifle Salisbury vs. Rovere and Epstein vs. ‘there. 

bounced around in automobiles of po- the Comniission . while some witnesses i Clint Hill, the Secret Service ogcut 

11CC irr" or"men W oo ^ct'e reported aa many as alx shoU. the Com. raced from Uro follow-up ear U, 

arouid by dozens of men on the case. ... ,h.» n- :tJ,e P«"«ioenUal vehicle to shield the 

Few high-quality sights could bavc«ir ; missions_ b«t i ud sment wm that , cader QQd hJs s)l0ckcd wlfo • 


! |‘I Was There’ 


'fallen leader and his shocked wife 


Vive, this treatment and maintained w.ld fired on^ U,„ e Um« and on<^heart 


thcli pinpoint accuracy. 


! bullet apparently went 
target 


Malcolm Kilduff of the White House 


2 


of books recently, asking that ho not 
be identified. He did not wont to be- 
come embroiled in some of the ten-i 
sions within the Kennedy family con- 


- ___ .Th« while the Commission suppressed,"a 

press staff, who was seated bes.de me As nost of thc.e boo vj oo. vasl amount oi material of paramount 

in the front seat of the pool car. heard Sccom Oswald" starts with a long lmpoIlancer there was enough in the 
only three shots. I heard only three introdi ction by a cheer leader for the pushed evidence "to question, if not 
shots. Now, who knows more about it— author this time, New York journal- overthrow, the Commission's conclu-‘ 
Edward Jay Epstein and Richard H. ist Murray Kcmpton. Kempton says sions - 
iRovcre or the trained, professional ob- ‘that th * Commission's Investigative and _ 

servers who were there? ; report ig processes have been so dis- Satisfying Foreigners 

To disprove that more than three crcdiU d that its findings are "much Q F THE late President's close 1 

6hots were fired would be impossible, less p ausiblc than Popkin's theory."i friends spoke of the current round*: 

Nor would it be possible to prove more '• which is to say, "Two Oswalds were 
than three, beyond a shadow of doubt \ togeth. r at the Texas Dook Depository 
Therefore the Commission had to set-; and th it each played his part in the 
tic for what the burden of evidence j assassi ittion.” 

showed—three shots. Yet here is a . For 'opkin the philosopher to chal-' ccra ing still another book about the 
point regarded by Epstein and Rovcre ; lcngo t le Commission report as a docu-assassination, a socallcd "authorized" 
as unresolved. It is a classic example i ment 1 one thing. For him to surmise version by William Manchester. In any 

n9 *i.« -- D.w.w.k i—~~: ccrta i n things contrary to Commission case , this close friend of JFK said: 

conclu. 1 ions also would seem fair -why continue twisting this dagger! 
enough But the Professor Insists on 
becomi lg a ballistics authority: "He 
(OswaM) had to fire a cheap rifle with 
a dislo -ted sight and old ammunition, 
at a noving target in minimal time, 
and scooting with extraordinary ac¬ 
curacy. * 


of the almost Puckish impossibilities 
on which some of the current assassina- 
!tion books are built 

There are many oilier current vol¬ 
umes .attacking the Commission, its 

procedures and findings. One of the 
more widely mentioned is "Whitewash 
‘-—Tho Report on the Warren Report" 


in the guts of America to satisfy large-', 
)y the sensationalists of other coun-; 
tries? The President was killed by Lee 
Harvey Oswald. This is tho opinion of 
the best police experts we have. It 
would have been interesting historically 
to have had Oswald on a witness stand,. 


.Tho author is Harold Wclsberg. who | This simply is not fact, but the .''but there really is no evidence of which 
by his own description is a Hyattstown,!opinion of a college professor. Fact: I am aware that would have changed 
Md„ "intelligence and political analyst" ■A wcaj on's price does not necessarily the basic facts of the matter.*' • 

as well os "on expert oil waterfowl." (indicate its accuracy. Fact: There is no . 

,* For Wcisberg to be taken seriously evidenc; whatever that the sight was 
by other writers is to demonstrate their “distort rd" when Oswald fired at Mr. 
quick willingness to 6oizc upon almost (Kennccy. Fact: As to "old atnmuni- 
any line of reasoning as long as it sup- : l*on," t ic age of a rifle load docs not 


ports tile idea of Commission error, 
i omission or cover-up. A sample Weis- 
; berg conclusion: 

. . tive President was shot from 
both front and back. Nothing else 
( makes 6cnso. Nothing clso is possible. 
.God alone knows how many shots were 
ifired by how mony pcoplo from how 
iniany weapons and from how many dl- 
jroctions. But one tiling is now beyond 
i question: there was not a single as- 
I sassin ..." 

j Without depreciating from his pur- 
| pose and fierce determination. Weis- 
berg seems to bo more of a zealous 


A 1 


'ncccssaily control its accuracy or 
power. 

Not Q iilc as Shrill 

NOT HER HEAVILY exploited and 
ap >arently widely read book is ; 
“Rush o Judgment" by Mark Lane,; 
who, w th the encouragement of Os- i 
waid's mother, set himself up as "de-l 
fense c< unscl" for the accused assassin 
' during i he Commission proceedings. 

Bcrtnnd Russell and Arnold Toyn¬ 
bee rea< the manuscript and made sug¬ 
gestions according to the author. Hugh 
Trover-1 oper, a professor .whose causes 


-pamph ctccr than a meticulous analyst.;! arc mai y In bis native England, wrote 
It is ai »azlng that his book has received; j ^ introduction, In which he maintains 

seriou: consideration by other authors . tu , . .. 

On th« first page, he is wrong about 
the wc ithcr on the day of the assasslna-; 
lion a >d wrong about the makeup of 


jtlic Kc medy motorcade in Dallas. With 
'this ft r openers, it becomes difficult 
•to occ< pt some of Wcisberg’s other ma* 
'terial is gospel. 

Philo -opher’s Surmise 

A NC CHER WIDELY distributed au- 
tl *r who believes that there were 
at lea,' , two assassins is Dr. Richard H. 
Popkli. chairman of the department 
of phil >sophy nt the University of Cali¬ 
fornia branch in San Diego. His book 
is call d 'The Second Oswald." 


.that th< Commission case against Os¬ 
wald w; s wrongly one sided and that 
Lane, a lawyer and lecturer, was to be 
com men Jed for pressing, In the book, 
his bcli.’f that Oswald’s side of the 
matter i hould olso be heard thorough¬ 
ly and fiirly. 

"Whet both sides have been heard, 
and not before, posterity may Judge," 
says Trever-ltopcr. 

The Lane book is belter Uian most 
In that it is not quite as shrill as some 
of the others, but again, his technique 
is to take tiny variations In evidence 
before Uie Commission and build a 
mountain of doubt Lane believes that 




3 





"The present critics of the 
Warren Report must be 
careful that they do not, in 
opening the popular mind 
to doubt, open it also to 
fear and hysteria/* 



M©‘ Cosisjpiisraey, 

T^7© Assassms, Pearlua; 


'S? 


Br henry ramus 

I T la uncomfortable to live with un¬ 
certainty, but It aeons time to 
acknowledge that we—and per- 
I ha pa even future generations—may 
J never know the truth, certainly not 
the whole truth, about the assassina¬ 
tion of President Kennedy. 

-The Vulnerability of Facts" Is a 
chapter heading used by Edward Jay 
Epstein, one of the current critics of 
the report of the Warren Commission. 
He might have added another: "The 
Inaccessibility of Truth." I do not 
suggest that, because the truth may 
be Inaccessible. Inquiry should stop: 
Merely that. It further Inquiry does 
not get us very far, we should not 
be surprised, and should not feel 
tempted to construct our own elabo¬ 
rate explanations. 

The report of the Warren Commis¬ 
sion la now under s evere and. In some 
cases, persuasive attack. It Is hard 
to disagree with the general Judg¬ 
ment of Its critics thst It did a hur¬ 
ried and slovenly Job. It seems to 
have been less than thorough In the 
examination of some key witnesses, 
less than skeptical of some of the 
official evidence with which It was 
supplied, leas than careful to consider 
in detail every possible explanation 
of the assassination other than Lee 
Harvey Oswald's sole guilt Even so. 
It Is worth adding, the apparent 
slovenliness may be in the written 
report rather than In the actual In¬ 
vestigations of the commission. It 
still seems to me possible that the 
report does not do Justice to Its own 
Inquiries. 

HENRY FAIRLII k am Eng Mi ’■ 

wko k mow a 
resident ef Wetfcingtea, 0. C 


Nevertheless, doubt has been 
aroused, and there are signs that in 
the next few months this doubt may 
become an obsession in at least some 
quarters—perhaps eventually In the 
popular mind, which has so far been 
resistant. Neither In Europe nor In 
America. In fact, have I hitherto 
found much popular interest In the 
possibility that the Warren Commis¬ 
sion reached the wrong conclusions. 


I 


T Is true that some of the earliest 
questionings of Oswald's guilt, or his 
sole guilt, came from Europe. But 
they made very little Impression on 
most people. When Hugh Trevor- 
Roper delivered his main attack on 
the conventional explanation of the 
assassination, the general altitude. I 
remember, was to wonder how the 
Regius Professor of Modern History 
In the University of Oxford, a man 
not given to causes, had got himself 
mixed up with this one. 

Since then, in Britain, the Issue has 
been dead. I can recall no Important 
article In any British publication 
which has raised the subject since the 
flurry after the publication of the 
Warren Report I sat with a British 
Journalist the other day. and we could 
not remember any conversation either 
of us had had In Britain during the 
past 18 months in which the circum¬ 
stances of the assassination had 
drawn more than a passing reference. 

Some Americans—mostly intellec¬ 
tuals—give the Impression that they 
no sooner land at London Airport 
than they are assaulted by questions 
and theories about the a s sa ss i n ation. 
They may move In circles I do not 
know, but there are perhap* two 
other explanations. 


To one kind of Intellectual, a mya-. 
terious assassination, such aa that 
of President Kennedy, provide# an 
Irresistible temptation to play "pri¬ 
vate eye." I 

have sat, often enough, at high table • 
at Oxford or Cambridge, and won¬ 
dered at the capacity of dons for ' 
Imagining that the world outalde— 
the world of men and affairs—Is 
one of Intelligibly related eventa, for 
which there must be a visible expla¬ 
nation and. If not. then a deliberately 
concealed one. 

Americans abroad are also likely 
to encounter professional anti-Amer- 1 
leans, and not recognize them. There . 
Is. In Europe, a close link between { 
anti-Americanism and conspiratorial 
theories of the aasasdnation, which 
emerged at the time in the expected 
pronouncements of Bertrand Russell. 
Aa the London correspondent of The 
Washington ‘Post pointed out the 
other day. anti-Americans in Britain 
are already finding a connection be- : 
tween the assassination and Charles 
Whitman's murders from the Unlver- 1 
alty of Texas tower In Austin. 

X can speak with less certainty of : 
opinion In other European countries, j 
but my Impression Is that much the J 
same la true there aa In Britain, ex- ! 
cept that conspiracy theories of the ! 
assassination, where they are held, . 
are held more Intensely, especially In j 
Paris. This. X would suggest. Is f 
hardly surprising la countries whoee ■ 
politics are perpetually excited by 
conspiracy theories, and often with 
considerable Justification since con¬ 
spiracy is part of the stuff of their 
politics. 

Jn America, both last year and this 
year, X have found a popular Interest 
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'...It seems 4© me possible that iihe zepozt 

does not do justice to its cwa inquiries.. / 


In the circumstances of th« ususlna- 
tlon only In one area: the South. (I 
.must admit, however, that I have not 
yet been In the West.) As X made 
my way through the South. Z became 
! accustomed to conspiracy theories of 
every kind, most of them constructed 
out of fantasy. Again and again, the 
; assassination of President Kennedy 
was woven Into the fantasy, although 
not In a manner which would be very 
agreeable to the current critics of the 
Warren Report. 

The most prevalent popular theory 
which I encountered In the South was 
the obvious one: that Oswald was 
j part of a left-wing conspiracy whose 
Involvement had been deliberately 
concealed by Communists in the Ad¬ 
ministration and by the arch-Com¬ 
munist himself. Chief Justice Karl 
I Warren. The second theory, almost 
as prevalent and advanced with con¬ 
siderable ingenuity, was that Oswald 
had been the tool of an F.B1 con¬ 
spiracy to discredit the fight wing: 
the F\BA being, too. a Communist 
organization. 

Not only did X get used to these 
j theories In the South. X even got used 
' to the fact that they could coexist 
In a alngle mind. • Nowhere else in 
the United States, either last year 
or this year, until the recent contro¬ 
versy began, have I found any hint 
of either widespread or deep Interest 
in the circumstances of the assassina¬ 
tion. I may have been at fault in 
not raising the question. But the 
Important fact, surely. Is that Amer¬ 
icans have never spontaneously 
raised It with me. 

This, today's critics would say. is 
a fault In the American people; that 
| they are merely closing their eyes 
j to uncomfortable facts or possibl1- 
| Ities. But, like all true Tories, X have 
j a considerable faith In popular wts- 
jdom. and I do not believe that. If 
there was the smell of a genuine 
conspiracy In the land, the ordinary 
people of America would be acting 
with such a lack of fear and hysteria. 
Rumors would have spread, and the 
popular Imagination been fired. But 
it has not happened. 

If X am right In this estimate of 
popular attitudes, then It seems to 
me that the present critics of the 


WarTen Report must be careful that 
they do not. In opening the popular 
mind to doubt, open It also to fear 
and hysteria. I am not arguing, let 
me make It clear, that they should 
not continue to search for the truth 
or press for a further Inquiry. I am 
arguing only that from their various 
viewpoints, interested or disinter¬ 
ested. they should avoid elaborating 
theories of conspiracy which art 
based on evidence quite as selective, 
and argument quite as tendentious, 
as they claim the WarTen Report 
to be. 

The WarTen Commission’s conclu¬ 
sion that there was a single a s s assin 
Is based on what has come to be 
known as the “single bullet” theory. 
In other words, that the first wounds 
which both President Kennedy and 
Governor ConnaUy received were 
caused by a single bullet which 
passed through the back of President 

Kennedy's neck and emerged at his 
throat before striking Governor Con- 
nally. 

It is easy, as most of the critics 
i have done, to show that this “alngle 
! bullet" theory, on the evidence sup- 
|j piled by the commission itself. Is 
weak. But the fact remains that 
the alternative explanations offered 
by the critics (such as the presence 
of more than one *v**<«in and the 
existence of a conspiracy) are equally 
easy to fault, and rely equally on 
Improbable chances. 

Anyone who has read most of the 
current debate—the books and the 
review*, and one of the reviews, at 
least. Is quite as important as the 
books—can choose between several 
attitudes, even If he accepts the 
criticism that the commission did a 
slipshod Job: 

|j (1) Although the commission’s 
‘ arguments and Its use of evidence 
; may not seem an adequate support 
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for its conclusions, these may yet be 


5 the right ones. This Ls an Important 
j point, because there may be a tend¬ 
ency to allow the faults In the com¬ 
mission’s report to override a com- 
monsense appreciation of Its findings. 

<*) Without deciding whether the 
commi ssi on’s coodusicni are right or 


not. he can simply agree that the 
the weaknesses of Its report make It 
desirable that a further independent. 
inquiry should be established. 

(S) He can decide that the argu¬ 
ments of the critics make It clear 
that Oswald did not act alone, with¬ 
out com- • 

mining himself to any conspiracy j 

( theory. The fact that more than, 
one person Is engaged In an en¬ 
terprise docs not necessarily make! 
It a conspiracy. This Is the leap j 
which alarms me. and It Is a leap (X j 
do not wish to Imply any conscious; 
motive) which ambitious authors; 
perhaps find a little too easy to 
take. 

(4) He can accept the Idea that 
there was a conspiracy, without nec¬ 
essarily feeling obliged to commit 
himself to one or other of .the con¬ 
spiracy theories which have already 
been offered, or which seem likely 1 
to be offered in the next few months. 

It 1*. of course, the idea that there 1 
was a conspiracy which Is Intriguing, I 
and of which X remain more than a J 
little skeptical. I have always found 
some difficulty in assuming consplr-1 
acy In public assassinations. They, 
depend far too much on coincidence 1 
and accident to be the work of deter-! 
mined political conspirators, and X j 
therefore find myself demurring 
when Harold WeUberg. the author of 
•'Whitewash.” says that "by their 

nature, assassinations usually Involve 
conspiracy." 

•Top” conspirators. It is true, can 
always know with some certainty 
where their victim will be. can even i 
help to arrange that he will be there. 
The conspirators In the "July 20" 
plot knew where Hitler would be. 
and when. • 8o did the conspirators 
■gnlnst Julius Caesar, although It 
was. in fact, touch and go whether 
he would make It to the Senate that 
morning. Even so. It should be noted, 
the "July 20" plot, although carefully 
planned, went awry. 

To plan dangerously then, and then 
to rely on a public appearance on a 
trip to Sarajevo, or the theater, or 
Dallas—this seems to me hardly In 
the nature of political conspiracy, 
although It may be in the nature of 
a fanatic, or two or three fanatics. 
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2a two cad three-quarter years there has 
been a rexnarlzable amount o 1 nonevidence 

Art Buchwald, in hi* Parts days, *• ha* kept the Issue and hi* own In- i For two and three-quarter years, 
once Interviewed Mis* Nancy Mltford:; veatigatlona alive, yet hla final report, i arT l0 believe, a conspiracy 

When he asked her what she liked . “Rush to Judgment,- reveals no real 
to read, she replied that she loved evidence of a conspiracy. Other prl- 
hlatory and biography.- and was at *aU Investigators have bored their 
the moment halfway through The ! way through the available facts, ye* 

Day Lincoln Was Shot" “Of course." : only one of them, to my know led, 
ah# went on, "l don't know anything ll claim* to have Identified even c 




about American history; X don't know 

whether It Is accurate. But it reads 
like a detective novel. Only one 
thing worries me. I'm terrified dear 
Mr. Booth goes to the wrong theater.” 

I am afraid I am rather In the 
same frame of mind about assassina¬ 
tions as Miss Mltford. The chances 
seem to be too great, the coincidences 
too Improbable, for serious political 
conspirators to rely on cheerful pub¬ 
lic occasions for their deeds. 


conspirator, even one other man wl 
was In collusion with Oswald. In 
two and three-quarter years, this Is a 
remarkable amount of nonevidence. 

Moreover. If there was a politically 
determined conspiracy there must 
have been a politically determined 
motive. One critic of the Warren 
Report, having reconstructed the 
conspiracy which he believes may 
have caused President Kennedy's 
death, at least recognises this dlffl- 


O ri culty. The pollUcal or economic 
NE of tt* current crftlo of the I ** “*? J*"* ^ 
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speculative at this stage." 

Just how speculative, he then 
makes clear In three wildly specula¬ 
tive sentences. “Maybe Oswald met 
some far-right extremist* when he 
went to hear General Walker on Oct- 
25. Maybe some right-wing Cubans 
Involved him In a plot when he was 
In New Orleans. Maybe he got In¬ 
volved with some leftist plotters in 
New Orleans. Mexico City or Dallas." 
That gives us quite a lot from which 
to choose. 

Popkln. in the end. is true to his 
predispositions, managing to suggest 
a right-wing conspiracy without 
offering any supporting evidence. “A 
conspiracy to defame the President 
was going on In Dallas among a hand¬ 
ful of rightists. Why was this pos¬ 
sible. but not a conspiracy by others 
fl to shoot him?" No reason at all, 
except that no one has yet turned 
up any evidence of an organised con¬ 
spiracy fired, by “political or ect>- 


jto describe the elaborate way In 
j which, he suggests, the conspirators 
i went about the business of duplicat- 
! ,n K the known Oswald by a “second 
j Oswald.” Such preparation! Such, 
'detail*/ Yet. with It all. these deter¬ 
mined and Imaginative conspirators 
chose to place the actual assassins 
; at a point on a route which President 
! Kennedy might not lake. In a fclty 
1 which he might not even visit, and 
| where, although the shot was easy 
! enough, there wa* only a brief time 
j In wh^ch^tohlt h im. 
j •Bill thcrctn^other^ Improbabilities 
i ln a conspiracy theory of the assassl- 
1 nation. U there was a conspiracy. 

| not only would more people be pri- 
! martly Involved, but also more people. 

■ such a* gun dealer*, would be sec- 
| ondartly involved. In a country such 
1 as America—sind American* of sense 
and commonsense have put this point 
to me many times In recent weeks— 

; someone would have broken. 

There are at least two magailngi 
‘ which would be willing to spend a 
; small fortune for a clue to a con¬ 
spiracy. Yet. In two and three-quarter 
year*, none has been forthcoming. 
Some magazines have been engaged 
In tireless Investigation* of their own. 
employing what Time magazine en¬ 
gagingly likes to call “task forces" 
of their own correspondent*. Yet, ln 
two and three-quarter year*, they 
have turned up not a hint of 
splracy. 


nornWr” motives. 


Such 

sumably. 


a conspiracy would, pre- 


which organized the death of a Presi¬ 
dent has lain silent and dormant, 
while his successor has pursued much 
the same policies, often with the same 
men. It seems more than unlikely. 
I am not denying that there may 
have been more than one assassin— 
the available evidence seems to me 
confusing—but. even If one makes 
this supposition, it still does not Jus¬ 
tify making the long leap to a con¬ 
spiracy theory of the assassination. 

Conspiracy Is a term which should 
be allowed to keep a little distinction. 
A political conspiracy—and It Is this 
which we are being asked to consider 
—must have, at least In the minds 
of the conspirators, some of the 
justification of “reasons of State." 
Whether left-wing or right-wing, the 
object of a conspiracy la to subvert 
the state: and there Is a sense. In 
fact, ln which a slate may be consid¬ 
ered ready for conspiracy, as Marx 
said It can be ready for revolution. 
The German state was In such a con¬ 
dition in 1D44. 

In spite of all the patient reading 
I have done. I can find not a Uttle 
of evidence that subversion of the 
sU tc—an abrupt change In the po¬ 
litical forces governing the country 
—was one of the motives of Presl- 
dent Kennedy's assassination’. 

Again. It is Popkln who approaches 
the problem with at least some po¬ 
litical nous, who recognises'the diffi¬ 
culty. He scrapes Ills way out of 
It by Indicting a whole society, and 
any reader of pamphleteering polit¬ 
ical literature will recognise this 
passage as familiar: 

•The American press, as well as 
others In positions of responsibility, 
would not. and could not, dream of a 
conspiratorial explanation. In a world 
In which conspiracies are going on 
all of the time—In business (the anti¬ 
trust cases). In crime (the Mafia). 
In foreign affairs (the C.LA.) — it 
somehow was sUU not imaginable 


i 

• j 


have a political motive that two or more persons could decide ! 


beyond the mere assassination of the 
President Yet. having had such a 
striking success in Its first action. 
It never acted again, and never acted 
during those tcmblc first days when 


to assassinate the President of the 
United States." And It Is from there 
that he proceeds to hint at a “far- 
right” conspiracy. 

So It is to this, to a politically 
angled attack on a whole society. 


; conspiracy was a real fear In the 

i minds of the American people and that the apparently objective and 

■ their Government. No plans to pre- painstaking exposure of political con- 

PYom the time of the assassination. ’ vent a peaceful transfer of power, no splracy ln the end reduces Itself. 

Lee Harvey Oswald** mother pursued plans to change men or policies: Even the Inquisition would have 

the possibility of his Innocence; and What an abbreviated conspiracy! marveled at such audacious dls- 
Mark Lane, through all these year>. ' sembling of the truth. 
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Popkln even resurrect* the tittle- 
tattle — "In rumors I have often 

• heard”—that the -President'* assasal- 
i nation may have been organized by 

his successor. It I* the suggestiveness 
of "In rumor* I have often heard” 
which la hard to forgive. 

' None of this, I must repeat. I* to 
i deny that there may have been two 
| or mo" people Involved In the as- 
r sasslnatlon — although, the greater 
the number suggested, the less credi¬ 
ble the proposition *eem*. I am 
merely arguing that It Is possible to 
j regard such people as fanatics or nuts 
! and nothing more, not Involved in any 
j serious political conspiracy and not 
j reflecting any organized subversive 
1 Interest, or even any organized po- 
j llticai passion, within the body of 
1 society. 

To an outsider, a* he sink* himself 
| slowly Into American society and 
politics, nothing Is more alarming 
(even though he may have half ex¬ 
pected It) than the prevalence of 

• conspiracy theories of political power 
and political behavior. By the time 
he has submerged himself no more 
than ankle-high, he no longer needs 
Richard Hofstadter's brilliant guide 
to the "paranoid style" In American 
politics to remind him that such 
theories run far back In American 

. history. 

But what amazes him most Is that 
those who pooh-pooh the familiar 
McCarthyite theories of left-wing 
I conspiracy are themselves ready to 
j construct almost as fanciful theories 
| of right-wing conspiracy. Moreover, 
•* whereas those on the right who In- 
| dulgc In fantasies of Communist con- 
1 splracy are usually on the far right, 

I those on the left who Indulge In 
fantasies of right-wing conspiracy 
are often paraded, and parade them¬ 
selves, as level-headed liberals. 

T 

J. HUS there Is a second conspiracy 
j which Is being discovered In the cur- 
( rent debate: a conspiracy on the part 
j of the Warren Commission to sup- 
j press, or distort, the truth. It must 
| be said that this theory has not yet 
j gained much ground. But It Is cx-: 
j pllclt In all Welsbcrg*s attributions 
i of malevolence, and It is Implicit, 
although In the most sophisticated 
way. -even In Epstein’s otherwise 
careful, otherwise level-voiced, book. 
"Inquest." 

Epstein's main criticisms are of the 
slovenly way in which he believes 
that the commission worked. But his 


first and last explanation of this 
slovenliness Is that It was eager to 
find an explanation of the assassina¬ 
tion which would restore American 
prestige abroad, and the prestige of 
American institutions at home. In 
short, he suggests that the "Estab¬ 
lishment" assumptions and Inclina¬ 
tions of Its member* made their find¬ 
ings Inevitable. 

I was. although I do not now often 
i like to admit It. responsible for 
making the phrase “the Establish¬ 
ment" part of our current political 
vocabulary. . The occasion was an 
article In The (London) Spectator In 
1955. In which I gently suggested 
that Cuy Burgess and Donald Mac- 
lean had not needed any cover, either 
for their activities or for their even¬ 
tual disappearance to Russia, simply 
because they belonged—and here I 
first used the word—to "the Estab¬ 
lishment" 

From this half-serious, half-mock¬ 
ing suggestion that because of their 
connections, they were always given 
the benefit of the doubt the phrase 
"the Establishment" caught on like 
wildfire, and I have been troubled 
by It* success ever since. I began 
to be troubled when I realized that 
the phrase could be used, and was 
being used, os a sophisticated version 
of a conspiracy view of politics. In¬ 
stead of a rather Jolly way of de¬ 
scribing a curiou* English phenome¬ 
non. 

Exactly the same process of exag¬ 
geration Is to be found In Epstein's 
book. Although he himself provides 
several convincing explanations of 
why the commission did such a hur¬ 
ried and slipshod Job. he in the 
end leans to a conclusion which 
has the smack of conspiracy 
about It: "In establishing Its version 
of the truth, the Warren Commission 
acted to reassure the nation and pro¬ 
tect the national Interest" 

This Is to make a Judgment of mo¬ 
tive. even conspiratorial motive, and 
It Is the hint of conspiracy, of one 
kind or another, which has become 
the hallmark of all the theses pro¬ 
duced by the critics of the Warren 
Report. 

Ths American people are. as I 
have said, open to conspiracy theories, 
and It seems to me to be to their 
credit and not merely evidence ol 
their complacency, that they have so 
far refused to be stampeded Into 
Imagining conspiracy, either left- 
wing or right-wing. In the assassina¬ 
tion of President Kennedy. Those 


who are tolay purveying their con¬ 
spiracy theories appear to be bent 
on producing precisely the kind of 
, hysteria which, requiring only doubt 
j and never proof, begins a witch-hunt 
jj either on the left or on the right 
J At some point It Is clear, there will 
j have to be another Independent In* 

1 qulry. But even If this Is agreed. 

J It Is by no means equally clear that ' 
! the time for such an Investigation la j 
now. A portion of the Investigative \ 
reports In the United States National \ 
Archives Is not yet declassified. The j 
j whereabouts of other Important evl- j 
I dence have still not been ascertained 
" In these circumstances, the chances \ 
ilof a further Inquiry producing a re- 

i port which would carry conviction 
are slight. 

To set up another Independent 
body, with no promise that It could 
succeed would be to agitate public 
doubt without being certain that It 
could In the end. settle It Popular 
fear and hysteria sire dangerous 
weird* to excite, and Weis berg, for 
one, makes It clear that he Is willing 
to excite them. In his conclusion, he 
makes the flesh creep: 

"A crime such as the assassination 
of the President of the United States 
cannot be left as the report of the 
President's commission has left It, 
without even the probability of a 
solution, with assassins and murder- 
era free, and free to repeat their : 
crimes and enjoy what benefit* they | 
may have expected to derive there¬ 
from. No President la ever safe If 
Presidential assassins are exculpated. 
Yet that Is what this commission has 
done." 

It Is my Judgment that the Amer¬ 
ican people today are In a remarkably 
unhysterical frame of mind even In 
the middle of a difficult and contro- i 
verslal war. Certainly, they are show- J 
ing every sign of resisting the 
temptation to further witch-hunts. It' 
j would be • tragedy If articulate 
makers of opinion led them Into an- t 
1 other. 
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EXHIBIT 399 


. 


Like the ripple* from a stone 
dropped In a pond, the doubts 
about the report of the War¬ 
ren Commission surround a 
moment off sudden impact: 
Did a single bullet, labeled 
Exhibit 399 by the commis¬ 
sion, hit John F. Kennedy in 
the back off the neck, pierce a 
hole in his throat and then 
severely wound Governor John 
Connaliy off Texas who was 
sitting on a jump seat in ffront 
off the President? For though 
this was not the assassination 
bullet (off the two other shots 
the report says were tired that 
day, one "probably" missed 
the car and the other shat¬ 
tered Kennedy's head, killing 
him), it is over Exhibit 399 
and the "single bullet theory" 
that the argument hinges. 

One reason is mathematical. 
According to movie film taken 
at the scene by an amateur 
and later studied by commis¬ 
sion investigators, the maxi¬ 
mum time that could have 
elapsed between th« wound¬ 
ing off the President and off 
the Covernor was 1.8 seconds. 
Yet tests on Oswald's bolt- 
action riffle showed it could 
not fire twice in less than 2.3 



seconds. Hence, the "single 
bullet theory." Coupling this 
with the premise that Oswald 
ffired the gun, the .commis¬ 
sion arrived at its basic con¬ 
clusion: Oswald was the lone 
gunman and the President's 
assassin. 'To say that they 
were hit by separate bullets 
Is synonymous with saying 
that there were two assas¬ 
sins," one staffff lawyer de¬ 
clared. 

The mathematical evidence 
was substantiated to the com¬ 
mission's satisfaction by stud¬ 
ies off the trajectory off bul¬ 
let 399 and, more significant¬ 
ly, by an autopsy performed 
at Bethesda Naval Hospital 


hours after the shooting. The 
medical testimony published 
by the commission described 
the path of the bullet through 
the President's neck and bal¬ 
listics tests showed it could 
Save kept going with enough 
velocity to hit Connaliy. 

Against this weight off evi¬ 
dence, Edward Jay Epstein, a 
Cornell graduate student who 
wrote "Inquest" as a master's 
thesis in government, weighed 
in with newly discovered doc¬ 
uments that challenged the 
Warren Commission's theory 
of a single bullet and a single 
assassin. Epstein dug up two 
recently declassified F.B.I. re¬ 
ports which contradicted the 


Bethesda autopsy. The reports 
stated that the nonfatal bul¬ 
let entered President Ken¬ 
nedy's right shoulder and did 
not bore through his body. 

Epstein's conclusion: The 
F.B.I. reports are correct and 
the Bethesda autopsy report 
published in the Warren Re- j 
port was altered between the 
time of the assassination and 
the time of publication to con¬ 
form to the "single bullet the¬ 
ory." "It indicates," said Ep¬ 
stein, "that the conclusions 
of the Warren Report must be 
viewed as expressions of politi¬ 
cal truth"—that is, that the 
single assassin, assumed to be 
Oswald, had been found. 
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A 5F.COMn wave of CRITICS is assaulting the barren Commission's 
conclusion of almost two years ago that L«r Harvey Oswald, unaided, 
shot and killed President John E Kennedy. 

The first nave, rushing into print from the wild side, has come 
ami gone, pocketing its profits and leaving uncounted Europeans and 
Latin Americans convinced that Oswald was but a pawn for conspira¬ 
tors' If tlie hook> and articles made less impression in the I'ltiled 
States, where political assassination plots are not considered necessary 
baggage of government, many people nevertheless were ready to be¬ 
lieve that the Warren Report was less than the final word. 

If the Commission, headed by Chief Justice,Earl Warren, hoped 
to allay doubts in the land, it failed. A Harris Survey in the fall of 
1061. soon after publication of the Report, showed that 31 |>ercciit 
of Americans still lielieved Oswald had accomplices ami that less than 
half the people believed the Commission told the full story. If anyone 
thinks time has quieted the suspicions, he has only to mention a 
Mannlicher-Carcano 6.5-nim rifle's firing, speed and the subsequent 
wrangle will |>ersuadc him otherwise. Not only arc millions of Amer¬ 
ican* still doubters hut thousands of them have liecome assassination 
•leuth*. ready to cite page and line from the published testimony. 

Into this fertile field of conjecture marches the new wave of 
critic*. None of tlieni purport.* to name a second assassin, much lew 
inemlwr* of a conspiracy, hut almost all of them o|»cn the probability 
of a •rennd a*>j«in-4 direct challenge to the -even-man \\arrett Corn- 
lni*«ion*. main tooling* after ten month* in Iwing. and after ,V12 wit. 
lir.x-i, >H| introir*.., I..V 1 O Secret S'nire interview* ami a 

•lark of paper* that fill* cubic feel in llte National Archive*. 

Tlo-rr are |wo |*-j.lmg j-.ul.int-. One i- Mark Line. a Nrw ^ utk 
lawyer hIh'-t frrewherling attack* on (*.ommi**inn finding- have 
•tirre.l lecture audience- in f.iirojw and America. Thr other i- Llward 
Jay f.p-tein. a 30-y car-old doctoral student at Harvard wh«*-e ma«- 
ter"- the-i- for Cornell l nivrr-ity turned into a hot publishing prop¬ 
erly entitled Inquest. 

Roth men are In-ing published by prominent houses. Line's Kush 
to due August 15. is being launched with heavy advance 

piihhcily by Holt. Rinehart A Winston and includes a prestige intro- 
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•faction by Hugh Trevor-Roper, professor of history at Oxford I’niver- 
sity. KpMrin's Inqutsl, just published by \ iking Press. carries an 
enthusiastic introduction by Richard H. Rovere. a rrs|H-cted writer, 
ami a vote of confidence as to Epstein’s scholarship from Andrew 
•I lacker. I hr Cornell professor of government who supervised the work 
that earned Epstein his master’s degree this spring. 

On first reading, and even second and third. EpsleinV lunik 
ap)M-ars impressive. It comes clothed in the full garments of the 
academy, replete with footnotes, citations, source materials and index. 
F.pslein appear* to hide absolutely nothing. His mood is muted and 
his style pedestrian, twin earmarks of the scholarly work. He inter¬ 
viewed five memlurrs of the Commission and ten memlu-rs of its stall. 
What's more, he footnotes exactly who told him what. He read the full 
Warren Report and all 26 volumes of the hearings ami exhibits. With 
such vestments of scholarship, he proceeds to an examination of tiie 
Commission. The results, put forth in his 156-page lww>k. are explo¬ 
sive. Here are highlights of Epstein’s conclusions: 

Findings of the official aitopsy on President Kennedy’s 
body, conducted at Bethesda f.Md. I Naval Medical Center the night 
of the November 22.1963. assassination by three military physicians, 
apparently were later changed to accommodate the theory that a sin¬ 
gle bullet went through both President Kennedy and Gov. John (’on- 
t nally ofTcxa*. who was sitting on a jump scat in the death convertible 
| immediately in front of Kennedy. 

Tiif vi TOPSV kf.pout printed in tbc Warren Report evidently is 
I not the original version prepared by the physicians. Epstein does not 
;*ay who lie think* changed the report, hut he broadly implies that it • 
was either the doctors or iih-iiiIhts of the Commission’s staff. 

• Two Flit REPORTS. one dated December 9. 1963. and one dated • 

• January 13. 1961. flatly contradict the autopsy report and say that the ! 
bullet that entered Kennedy’s back did not exit from his body—and 

. thus could not have struck Connnlly. 

Tiif.singi.e-ih i.i.fttiieoky w as adopted because the proven time 

• span for firing the Oswald rifle wa< too short to embrace one shot 
j hitting Kennedy and another striking Connally. (None of the discus¬ 
sion in this article involves the later fatal bullet that shattered Ken¬ 
nedy’s brain, i Thus, if lw»lh men were struck by separate bullets, a 
second assassin had to In- considered. Rut since the Commission was 
early wedded to a lielief that Oswald operated alone, it ruled out 
separate bullets on insufficient evidence. 

Tiie SINUI.F.-iii u.f.t theory was advocated by a Commission 
lawyer. Arleii S|vclcr. now district attorney of Philadelphia, and the 
Commission, following his lead, never thoroughly investigated the 
possibility of a second assassin. 

The m rmsEDl.v massive investigation was actually •‘super¬ 
ficial.” Epstein say* the proln* was ham|M*rrd by an impo**iblr dead¬ 
line ini|to*od by Chief Ju*tire Warren, by a lack of investigative nun- 
power and by the a!»*enleei*m of the bii*y commissioners. 

Tiie Commission ignored p«»«*ihle wiine***-*. •ifird testimony 
to *uit it* poepo**-*. left «pie*tion« unre*<ilve«I ami. in writing tiie Re- 
jM.ri. omitted "contradictory evidence and incon*i*tent detail*.” 

Tiie Commission never inde|»rndently invr*tigatrd nimors that 
(>*w.dd wa* a paid informant of tin* FBI. but merely took tbc word of 



FBI official*. j»rinci|ially Director J. Edgar Hoover, for it. 

Most ok these sins, if not all stemmed from the Commission's 
commitment. * hicli from tlie outM-t of its assignment was less to tlic dis- 
covery and revelation of truth than to dispelling rumors that would 


damage “the national intere>t. 


Tln-se are sensational cliarges. Many of them, of course, have 
Iwen advanced previously hy lurid and irresponsible WTiters, hut now 
they ap|H*nr to 1 m* buttressed hy n man hound by the disciplines of 
academic research, skilled in analytical thought and determined to 
follow the evidence wherever it may lead. 

On the basis of the scholarly aura and the responsible auspices 
attending the l»ook. I. 00 K arranged for an exclusive interview with 
Kpstein and an advance study of the volume. I was assigned hy .Look 
to interview the academician and write an article about him and his 
product. Both the interview and the initial rending* of the l»ook were 
compelling. I was at first persuaded that this young man had. hy dint 
of digging and hard analysis, come up with one of the big stories of 
the decade, namely, that the eminent Warren Commission had dour a 
fantastically sloppy job ami that few of it* major conclusions were 
to l*e credited any longer. 

Then. 1 started to clieck some of K|istein’s statements . . . and 
I soon Itrcamc convinced that Kpstein was guilty of the very sins of 
which lie accused the Warren Commission: distortion, ignoring testi¬ 
mony. sifting the evidence and adroitly selecting it to fit his theories 
and assumptions. At the worst. K|islein has written a dangerous!) 
deceptive hook. At the best, lie is guilty of precisely what he lays at 
the door of tin- Warren Commission—a **.«U|>erficinr’ investigation. 

Kpstein's story, parenthetically, i- that licjK’gmi to study the 
o|»crutinns of the Warren Commission with no ex|H*ctation of writing 
more than a placid master’s thesis on the functioning of a govern¬ 
mental body. Then, last summer, lie interviewed Wesley J. I.ieheler. a 
Commission lawyer, ami found that l.icls-lcr had a treasure trove of 
documents that indie a led light- within the Comnii—ion and |»ossihle 

substantive errors by the Commission. From that time forward, Ep¬ 
stein’s research became freighted with excitement as he followed the 
tracks of what seemed to l>e a big -lory. 

When I pointed out what appeared to be overlooked chances for 
confirmation of facts in Inquest, Epstein said that he was not in the 
business of investigating Kennedy's assassination. His boundaries, he 
said, were the Report and hearings, investigative reports in the Na¬ 
tional Archives, Commission working papers, and interviews with 
commissioners and staff. He contended that he was not required to 
check statements made in his book with the person involved. Thus, he 
erected for himself remarkably secure and comfortable academic ram¬ 
parts from which to fire a barrage at the Warren Commission. Yet any 
newspaperman who assumed such a stance—that people involved in 
highly suspect operations need not be asked for their version of the 
story—would be fired in a week. 

There are a number of distortions in Epstein's book, but one in 
particular illustrates his method of operation. It can only be called 
devious. On the basis of this episode alone, an informed reader would 
weigh the remainder of Inquest with reservations, to put it mildly. 
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AS 13-yeak-old man named Arnold L. Rowland testified before 
r—\ the Commission that lie jaw a man with a rifle in a sixth-floor 
" ® w in<low of the Texas School Book Depository building before 

tin- anamination and that he al-o saw a Negro man “hanging out** 
anotln-f Mxth-floor window 4u*r:ly l«efure tlx- Kenne.lv motorcade 
|a«e*l. l*re%ioud).lie had l-**-n inW-rxiewrd by the »RI. He Slid l»e had 
j fold the mi agent* al-out tlii* »eeond man. but "they didn’t vrm \ery . 
] interested.*' No »nt rr|w>rt mentioned *uch a statement by Howland. 

K|»*tein alludes to this testimony three times in his lnx*k to prove 
| that the Flit interviews were less than thorough and that the Commis- 
I Mon tended to reject new evidence that might alter its “basic sup|K>si- 
tions concerning the assassination.” 

"When a witness did give new evidence," he writes, "in the Com¬ 
mission hearings, it liecame suspect ipso Jacto, because it was not in¬ 
cluded in a prior statement. For example, Arnold Rowland testified 
Indore the Commission that he had seen a second man on the same 
floor with the assassin. The Commission, however, rejected this por¬ 
tion of Howland’s testimony partly because of ‘Rowland’s failure to 
rej»ort his story despite several interviews until his appearance be- 
I fore the Commission.’ It will be recalled that Rowland insisted that he 
did mention this fact to FBI agents but that they were interested only in 
whether or not he could positively identify the assassin. The Commis¬ 
sion never called the FBI agents as witnesses on this matter.” 

Fpstein’s argument seems convincing, but lie fails to quote the 
. full reason why the Commission rejected Rowland’s testimony. The 
Commission’s reason is set out on page 252 of its Report as follows: 

"Rowland’s failure to report his story despite several interviews 
until hi> appearance Indore the Commission, the lack of probative 
! corroboration, and the serious doubts about his credibility, have led 
. the Commission to reject” the testimony. The key phrase here is 
, "serious doubts about his credibility.” It was explained on the previ¬ 
ous page. 251. of the Warren Report: 

"Mrs. Howland testified that her husband never told her about 
; seeing any other man on the sixth floor except the man w ith the rifle in 
! the southwest corner lli.il he first saw. She also was present during 

• Row land's interview with representatives of the FBI and said she did 
1 not hear him make sueli a statement, although she also said that she 

did not hear everything that was discussed. Mrs. Howland testified 
that after her husband first talked about seeing a man with the rifle, 
she looked hack more than once at the Depository Huihling ami saw 
i no |K*rson looking out of any window on the sixth floor. She also said 

that ‘At times my hu-hand is prone to exaggerate.* Because of inrun- 
sislrneies in Howland's testimony and the import.Hire of his testimony 
to the question of a possible accomplice, the Commission requested 
the Fill to conduct an inquiry into the (mill of a broad range of stale- 
incnls made l»y Howland to the Commi**ioii. The investigation showed 
that numerous statements by Howland concerning matter* about 
which he would ■■«>( normally In- ex|N-rted to l*e mistaken—such as sub¬ 
jects In- studied in school, grades he received, whether or not he had 

• graduated from high school, and whether or no! lie hail been admitted 
1 to eollegi—were false.’’ 

Howland’s testimony and Fill matching exhibits 1 in Volume X\\ 
.of the Commission hearings I throw more detailed light on why the 
Commission ami stall lawyers preferred not to lielieve Howland. 


4 






He >an. in* graduated from high school in Jurn*. 19ft... mil school • 
records showed Ik* dropped out of two high schools and had not grndii- ; 
a(rd. He testified In* had an IQ of 147. School records showed the lig- 
i iin* was 109. lie testified dial he received straight A*s in high school, 
with the exception of a “couple of BV in his s«*nior year, Hecord* 
showed the B’s. C’s. I)*s. K* and FV outnuniliered the A’s. lie testified 
he had been accepted hy four college*, including Soutliern Methodist 
l niversity. The chief clerk of the SMI' registrar's office told the mi 
that Howland had never applied for admission. Howland said he had 
“much I letter*' than 20-20 vision, as evidenced hy a recent eye exami¬ 
nation at Finn & Finn. Dallas optometrists. Dr. John K. Finn, noting 
J that his firm’s records covered all patients running hack la years, told 
| the mi there was no evidence that Howland had ever been examined 
hy the linn. Further, one of Howland’s high-school counselor* told 
the Kill that Howland “could nut In* trusted and would not tell thcliulh 
regarding any matter.” Another high-school oflirial told the Kill lh.il j 
Howland “would not hesitate to fabricate a -lory if it wa* of am Icin'- | 
lit for Howland to do *o." He further *t.ilrd that he had informed 
. Secret Seri ire agent* in adxancc of Howland** ap|M-arance Indore die 
Commission lh.it ”an> thing How la ihI might tell the |'re*if|ent** Com- , 
llli**iou Would Im* ipie*tiouahle.“ 

All lid* is recounted not to emharras* Howland at this late dale 
lull In 'how I he kind of w ilne** on whom Kp*!ein relie* lo make *e\er.d 
supposedly telling point* again*! the Commission. Nowhere in Fp- 
stein's luiok i> there the slightest indication of any evidence that How- 
. laud was a man who lied lo the Commission and whose testimony wa- 
uot In he trusted. To withhold this informal ion from the reader is a 
' form of literary ra|H*. For n scholar, it is surprisingly shifty liehnviur. : 
•' If Fpstein. as a Warren cummissioner or staff Jawy'er. had insisted on 
erediling the reliability of Howland’s testimony, his colleagues would 
: have laughed him out of Washington. 


E kstkin is Al.so lit H.TY of seemingly small hul important errors. 
An example is provided hy Kennedy's jacket and shirt after tin* 
assassination. Hulh show luillel holes in (lie hack, and F.psleiu 
argues iliat they are loo low to permit .1 bullet to thus enter from the 
hack and exit through the throat, as the Helhesda autopsy report 
states, lie is entitled lo his opinion, which is essential to his llieori 
l hat there may hate Into two assassins. Hul in .'ating his case, he de¬ 
ceive* the reader. Hi* hook contains mi photosol Kennedy** coal ami 
shirt. Kpstein writes: “These photograph*, which were omitted from 
the Warren Heport and the lwenty-si\ volumes of supporting evidence, 
show liial the bullet hole in the jacket is 5 and :i s inches below the col¬ 
lar and that the hullet hole in die shirl is 5 ami n i inches Mow the col¬ 
lar.” In the context of die lunik, this lias a menacing aspect. It sounds 
ns though the Commission w ilhheld the measurements from its Heport. 
F.pstein footnotes the statement, ami the footnote indicates that he 
| took the figures from Vol. V. page59 plus, of the hearings. The unwary 
! reader might conclude that the Commission wished to luiry the data. • 
Hul the Commission quite fully discussed the jacket and shirt , 
; holes, and gave measurements, on page 92 of the Heport. drawn from • 
. the examination made hy FBI Agent Holiert A. Frazier, a ballistic* ex- i 
1 |iert. Furthermore.the Commission cited Frazier accurately, w hich F.p- I 
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, -Iriii iI«h> nut u.,. Tin* Comnii—ion siiil. a- did Krazier. that Iih* hullet- 
liulr mra-orenieut- kiti* from "tin* lu'|» of tin* collar.** Kp-tein. in the 
. can* of IhiiIi tin* jacket ami -liirt. si)> "1m*1ow tin* collar.** lliu- gaining 
at lea -1 an inch in hi- argument again-t the Kommi—ion. 

A men* inch may -com a -mall thing over which to ipiihhlc with J 
Kp-tein. Imt hi- entire ca-«* involve!, fraction- of feel ami fraction- of ; 
Mtimik in llii- in-lance. Kp-tein i- trying to prove that a I ml let -hot 
from allow coiihl not enter Kennedy*- hack at the «lo-iguatcd point 
ami exit from hi- throat lwruu-c tin* point on the hack -uppo-nlly is* 
lower than tin* throat w nil ml. IA Cumuli—ion photo di-pule- the point 
hy eecou-lriiciiug the prohahle angle, i lliu-. in hi- halllr over the 
jacket ami -hirt. if Kp-tein can gain an inch. In* rocmhlo a high- 
—chool leamgaiiiingayar<lagain-l tliedevelaml llrowit-for lir-tduwn. 


E I'stkin %«:«:! sks TtlK Cumuli—ion of failing to piir-ue pro|N*r in- 
ve-tigalive lead- In-eau-e of a fear the information might dam- 
age "the national inlere-t.” hut in*making hi- ca-e. he him-clf 
fail- to pur-lie ohvinii- lead-. A- an illn-lralioii. there i- Kp-tein*.- con¬ 
tention that the ('.oninii—ion never inde|iendently invi*-tigated rumor- 
lliat O-wahl wa- a paid KM I informant, hut relied on the denial- of a 
hallery of Kill oliirial-. headed hy Director J. Kdgnr Hoover, a- -iifli- 
cienl evidence to di-mi— the rumor- a- unfounded. • 

Kp-tein -ay- the Comini—ion heard from two Tex a- official- of a 
rumor that O-wald wa- a paid Kill informant. The -ource ap|H*ared to 
In- Ahmro 11 ii< Ik in-, then a Ihm-lon new-papermao. Kp-tein -ay- a 
Secret Service rejHirt ipioled an interview with llmlkin-. in which 
lludkin-ga\e Allan Sweatt. chief of the criminal divi-ion of the Dalla- 
•herilT*- ollice. a- hi- -ource. ipioling Sweat! a- -ay ing O-wald wa- 
paid S2<HI a month hy the Kill ami hail informant imuilier S-172. 

Iliidkiu-. now a Itallimore uew-paperiiian. -ay- he wa- never in* 
lei\ iewed on llii- mailer hy the S*crel Serv in*, that lie never heard the 
lunior from Sweat!, that lie heard a -iiuilar rumor ol-ewhere ami that 
later. Iiocaii-e of hi- own work on the ms*, he |N*came coii\iuc.*d that 
Oswald had not worked for the nil. Sweat! -ay- he never made any 
-itch -lateuienl to Iliidkiu- or toanyoueel-e. and that lie had no knowl¬ 
edge of O-w.dd*- connection- with any Cov eminent agency. 

Kp-|ein -ay- that la*on Jawor-ki. -|iecial coim-el for the Stale of 
I’exa- on the a—a—illation, wa- a-keil to -|M*ak to Iliidkiu- alMitil lie.* 
imoor and that Jawor-ki reported lo Warren (!omuii--ion lawyer- that 
there wa- nothing lo it. llmlkin- -ay- Jawor-ki never -poke to him 
nliout the rumor, and Jawor-ki -ay- In* never -poke “to anyone named 
Alonzo lludkin-.** 

"I did -ugge-i to Rankin |J. lee Rankin. Warren ('.ouiini—ion 
general rnun-el| that a thorough check-out had to In* made of the 
O-wald-Klil rumor-." -ay- Jawor-ki. “We did make llii- cln*ck. and we 
made i| iiidc|H*mleutly of the Kill. We made a ihnroiigh inve-ligation 
of il in lexa-. and I came to the couchi-iou that there wa- uolhing lo it. 
and -o reported to the Commi.—ion -lafT.’* 

Kp-tein*- -tatement that the Commi—ion did not il-clf prolie the 
Klil-O-wuld rumor- hy hearing witne—«•- out-ide the Kill i- correct, hut 
hi--tatement that the -taff math* “no effort-** to inve-tigate the rumor- 
i- challenged hy two -lafT lawyer.- who worked on the matter, a- well 
a- hy him Jawor-ki. Al-o. a- the Warren Report -tale-, the -taff made 



6 








-—- -— —•«*.-• «*a* V;r-^ 


a» iinh-|M-mh-nt review of KHl files on tin- Oswald investigation and - 
did not rely solely on tin* word of Hoover and his assistants. Epstein • 
' mij» llial "nowlierr” in tin* Warren Ib-|»ort is there a mention of tin* 
alligation. If In- means tin* s|M-rilir rumor credited to Hudkins. Ii:* is! 
correct, hut his ini|iliration iswrong.Tlie Report docs discus* Oswald's ^ 
alleged roll* as a secret Fin agent on |*ng«-s 326-327. Finally. K|»sti*in| 
saiil in an interview lli.it la* never saw a Sfrrrl Smirr rrjiort quoting. 
Kudkius on the sourer of tin* rumor. Imt only a quotation from lliei 
n*|H»rt in a file supplied hint by Wesley Uelieler. 

F|»ti*in contends that tin* (aimnii'sion sliould have railed llutl-' 
kins and Sweat I as witnesses. Tliis i*. fair rritirism of the Commission's 
met I i<n Is. It i«. also fair critici-m of Kp-tein's methods to say that lie.' 
Epstein. should have interviewed lludkiu-. Sweat! ami Jaworski as 
| well. before publishing secondhand reports alnnit (Item in his lnuik. , 
Writi*s Epstein: "The surest and safest way to disjiel the rumor was wo/ . 
to investigate it... .** And the surest and safest way to make sure that J 
people don’t contradict what is said al»out them is wo/ toquestion them. 

Epstein's most spectacular theory is that ll»e auto|»sy report • 
printed on pages 533-515 of the W arren Report is not the original one 
and that someone, unnamed, changed or altered that original, written 
following the examination of President Kennedy’s body at Belhesda . 
j Naval Medical Center. In essence, this accuses either the doctors or j 
1 some memlwrs of llie Commission or stall of monumental dishonesty. ; 
It implies that someone in authority delilwrately falsified the most 1 
celebrated American autopsy record of this century in order to sup-! 
port n hypotliesis of how Kennedy nml Connally were shot. This is al-! 
together a sensational line of reasoning to emerge from the cloisters, j 
Epstein hedges and qualifies his language, and well he might, f or he j 
is dealing in pure speculation. uu-up|K>rled by any evidence from j 
the doctors ami lawyers whose professional integrity is al stake. 

Epstein bases his theory on two FBI reports on the autopsy that [ 
he uncovered during his research. It was quite a find, ami he is to Ik* 
congratulated for his enterprise in coming up with these unpublished 
documents. The first of these rejnirls. dated December 9. 1963. con¬ 
flicts almost mi fufii with the autoj^y re|»orl published in the Warren 
Report. The FBI report said that one bullet entered Kennedy’s body 
“just Ik-Iow his shoulder to the right of the spinal column al an angle 
of 45 to 60 degree? downward, that there was no point of exit, ami 
that llie bullet was not in the IhwIv.** 

The official autopsy rrjiort. signed by three physicians—Navy 
Cdrs. James J. Humes and J. Thornton Boswell and Army |J. Col. 
Pierre A. Finck—said the bullet "entered the right superior jmsterior 
thorax aluive the scappla.” bruised tlw iip|*-r right lung and went Out 
through “the anterior surface of the neck.” 

A second Flit report, dated January 13. 1961. reiterated that the | 
bullet entered the back and "penetrated to n distance of less than a | 
finger length.” The next paragraph is ambiguous as to the nature of i 
! the projectile that caused the exit hole in Jf K s shirt front. 

The FBI. which had observers at the autopsy, said the bullet did 1 
| not exit from the body. The three doctors who made the examination, 
j sai«l it ilid. In this head-on collision of reputable authorities, whom to _ 
1 lielievc? Epstein makes it clear that he beli eves the FBI (a lthough else- . 
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where in tin- ..ook he indicator that FBI agents disregards significant 
- dala I.and on the basis of hisbelief.he makes this sweeping assessment: 

“If the FBI reports are accurate, as all the evidence indicates they 
: are. then a central aspect of the autopsy was changed more tlian two 
months after the autopsy examination, and the autopsy report pul>- 
lished in the Warren Report is not the original one. If this is in fact the . 
case, the significance of this alteration of facts goes far beyond merely : 
indicating that it was not physically possible for a lone assassin to j 
have accomplish'd the assassination. It indicates that the conclusions j 
of the Warren Report must lie viewed as expressions of political truth.” | 

Epstein cites a nundier of factors to show that “all the evidence ; 
indicates” that the FBI rejiorts are accurate. Some of these are |M*rsua- 
sive. Some aren’t. In any event, the real |>oinl is that Epstein, having 
in hand such a startling discrepancy ill rejnirls. questioned neither the 
doctors involved nor the FBI on a matter vital to an assassination that 
rocked tlu* world. A scholar may find reasons to put such strange re¬ 
straints on his curiosity, but no jiolice reporter could. 

The fact is l>oth Commander Boswell, one of the autopsy physi¬ 
cians. and the official s|>ok«-sman for the FBI say that the FBI reports 
were not accurate. 

I)r. Boswell, now retired from the Navy and practicing medicine' 
in Relhesda. Md.. says: “Our aulo|»sy repori went downtown to Admi-' 
ral Barkley (Vice Adm. George G. Berkley. Medical Corps. l\S.N.,i 
the President's physician l.al the White House on Novemlier 25. after 
the three of us had signed it on Novemlier 21th. it np|ieared in the 
Warren Commission Report exactly as it was written Novemlier 21th, 
and it was never changed or altered in any w ay. 

Says an official Fin spokesman: "It is completely contrary to the 
j facts to indicate that llie FBI and the Commission are in opposition on . 
the findings of the Commission. Our first re,M»rts were merely to chart 1 
a course ami were not designed to In- conclusive. It is entirely possible • 
that Humes's autopsy rejH.rt did not gel into the hands of the FBI until ! 
later, and so our initial rebuts did not reflect the doctors’ decision.” j 

I 

T IIHKK Commission i.vwykhs and one of llie autopsy doctors give 
this version of what hap|»ened: The autopsy on Kennedy's body 
was conducted from it p.m. until 11 p.m.. Novemlier 22. Two FBI 
agents w itnessed the autopsy ami then left, as did‘Secret Service 
agents. At the time, the doctors were puzzled. They found a bullet en¬ 
trance in Kennedy's back, but were unable to determine if or how it 
exited, although reason indicated that a high-velocity bullet would 
not enter a short distance and then drop out. The doctors knew that a 
tracheotomy had lieen performed on the President nl Parkland Memo¬ 
rial Hospital in a futile effort to save hi- life. The Belhesda physicians 
conferred by telephone early the next morning with l)r. Malcolm 
Perry of Dallas. Dr. Perry said the surgical incision had obliterated a 
j small bullet wound on the front of the President's neck. The Belhesda 
i physicians then reconstructed and reanalyzed their autopsy work and 
i came to the conclusion that the bullet passed through Kennedy, exit¬ 
ing at his neck. They signed their report, so Mating, on Novemlier 21 
! and M in it to tlu- While Houm\ typed, on November 25. The report ' 
! went from the White House to the Secret Service. W'lien it reached 
Warren Commission lawyers the next month, it came as an enclosure 
from the Secret Service, not the FBI. When the Commission published 
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the au(o|»y report on Septcrnl>er 21?. 1061. nothin" in tin- report had 
hern changed from the Noveml»rr 2 i. 1063. writing. 

The doctors may well have erred in their autojisy finding. They 
; were not oracular. They even called the throat wound one “presum* 

I ably of exit." and they noted that the bullet's path through the body | 
\ couhl not In* “easily pjolied.” 

Kpslein writes. "There can lie no doubt that the autopsy findings 
were known to the Fill when it prepared" its Decemlier 9 rej>ort. This 
statement is contradicted by the Treasury Department. It says a search 
of Secret Service records shows that the doctors* autopsy findings were 
not forwarded to the FBI until December 23. 

Norman Kedlich. now executive assistant corporation counsel of 
New York City, was a top staff lawyer for the Warren Commission, 
credited hy Kpslein with being a prodigious worker on the investiga¬ 
tion. “The doctors' autopsy report was forwarded to the Commission 
hy the Secret Service, not the FBI." says Kedlich. "1 saw the autopsy- 
findings on Decern I >er 20 when I came to work for the Commission, 
and we immediately saw the conflict with the Fit’s rejiort of the 
I autopsy. We discussed it thoroughly. Not only that, hut we studied the 
j individual reports of the FBI agents who saw the autopsy, and thus we j 
i saw how the discrepancy couhl have occurred." 

Arlen Specter, the key law yer on this phase of the Warren Com* j 
mission's investigation, says: “It is ridiculous to indicate that the 
I autopsy findings were changed after Noveinlter 21. when Commander 
j Humes finished the report. I saw both the longhand anil the lyj>e* 
j written reports when 1 came to work for the Commission in mid-Janu- 
. n«7* They were identical, and neither was changed from the original 
j in any way at any time." 

Kpslein may well l»e within scholarly hounds in doubting the con* • 
elusions of the autopsy physicians, hut to leap to the assumption that ’ 
the findings were later falsified to match a theory of the assassination 
that proved politically appealing is ipiile a leap for mi academician. 

Writes Kpslein: "If the FBI's statements are accurate, it would 
ap|M*ur that the autopsy findings were revised some lime subsequent 
to January 13. 1061." Hut those intimately connected with the situa¬ 
tion say the FBI reports were not accurate. And.to adopt Kpstein’s own 
guarded style of exposition, if they were inaccurate, then a central 
• pillar of Kpstein's thesis collapse.-. 

Kpstein's hook d«>es reveal much that is significantly new: fights 
' within the staff, disputes over selection of evidence for the Keport. and 
: a Commission “battle of the adjectives" over how to describe the Com¬ 
mission's controversial conclusion that a single bullet probably bit ] 
i I Kith President Kennedy and (Governor Conmdly. a conclusion that ! 
Connolly himself strongly doubled. 

Kpslein measured the seven commissioners’ attendance at the [ 
i hearings and found much ab-cutcei-m. He says the attendance ranged ' 
j from a low of about six |»ercent for Sen. Richard K. Russell I Deni.. \ 
j Ga. i to a high of about 71 percent for Allen W. Dulles, the former Cen* , 
; tral Intelligence Agency director. Only three commissioners heard 
| more than half the teslimonv. Kpslein calculates. This highlights a 
possible major flaw in establishment of the Commission. President 
Johnson selected very busy men whose national reputations would 
lend credence to eventual Commission findings. Seven men of lessor 
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! prominence, hut fewer conflicting interests. undoubtedly would have 
: lient a more attentive ear to the testimony. A similar complaint can In* 
i lodged azainst some of the senior counsel named to the staff. They 
were too busy with their own affairs. 

It is when F.pslein deals with the thrust of the evidence—and con- 
eludes that the Commission never thoroughly examined the possibility 
that Oswald was not the lone assassin—that his own method*, and 
thoroujrhnrs- stir deep doubts. Even a brief ten-day scrutiny of Kp- 
stein's l»ook discloses, in addition to the in'lancc* riled alm\e. six 
other critical area* whne Kp'tein** reasoning run» •hallow —eitlirf 
’ l*ccau«e of <lubiou« wh-clion of testimony to bultre.. jn assumption 
or lN-eau«e of failure to pursue unrrwdtrd «pir*ti..n* \ia available uit- * 
. nes^-s. In short.*K|»slrin. auibnr of /Ac rrputrd *c!io|.wly criliipie of ! 
tl*e \\a»rrn Commission, i* —nili\ of th- \ery l.ip^-s for which lie in- i 
•lifts the Warren Commission. The Commission's general counsrl. J. 

I rr ll.iukin. now cor|H>ration roundel of New York City. sa>>: **This 
Iwxik is full of distortions." 

Hut it is doubtful that flashing a caution light on Kpstein's liook 
will have much effect in staving the new clamor over tin* Warren Com¬ 
mission. Already, in a mighty prepuhliration blast. Mark Lane says 
he will deal with the same FBI autopsy rejmrt. and he declares the re¬ 
port “devastates the Commission's conclusions that all of the shots 
were fired from thr rear and that they were fired by a lone assassin.** 

As yet undisclosed fact? may perhaps demolish the Commission's 1 
j findings someday. But the man who discovers them will have to do 1 
i more than weavr his tortured way through the Report, its 26 volumes 
of testimony and exhibits, and the thousands of attendant documents. 
As Allen Dulles said to I/>OK recently: “If they've found another 
assassin, let them name names and produce their evidence.** KND 
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O Mr. Specter, were you the Warren Commissions chief 
investigator on the facts about the assassination of President 
John F. Kennedy—how many shots, where the shots came 
from other facts? 

A I would not describe my role at all beyond wliat ap¬ 
pear? in the work of the Warren Commission. It is possible 
from the notes of testimony to observe that I was responsible 
for ti king the testimony of Governor Connnlly, Mrs. Connally, 
the Mitopsy surgeons, the doctors from Dallas, the wound- 
ballistics expert s-so that it is apparent from that area what 
my r >lo was. Hut I think, as an assistant counsel for the 
Commission, it would be presumptuous of me to characterize 
iny nle us that of “chief investigator” on a key part of the 
assas illation investigation. 

Q You indicated you were responsible for the evidence 
concr ruing the autopsy. Is it your understanding that the 
Fcdc nl bureau of Investigation did get a copy of tnc final, 
official autopsy report? 

A I would have no way of being able to state categorical¬ 
ly whnt distribution there was on the autopsy report. I do 
know that the autopsy report from Dr. Humes and Dr. Bos¬ 
well mid Dr. Fiuck was in the hands of the Commission early 
in January when I joined the Commission, so that the Com¬ 
mission had it nt that point. I would presume tlic FBI had it. 
(Conidr. James J. Humes, Comdr. J. Thornton Boswell, and 
Lieut Col. Pierre A. Finck were the pathologists from die 
armciI forces who performed the detailed autopsy of Presi¬ 
dent Kennedy. Dr. Humes was chief autopsy surgcon.J 

Q You have no certain knowledge that the FBI had it? 

A Oh. absolutely not—I had no way of knowing precise*' 
lv when the FBI got which documents which were not under 
their general investigative ken. 


Q How do you explain the difference between the auto 
sy report and the FBI's report of December 9 on Prcsidcn 
Kennedy's wounds-thc FBI having reported that one hullo 
went in only to u finger’s length, whereas the autopsy repor 
said it went through the President's neck? 

A Tlic FBI's report in early December reflected the doc 
tors’ comments overheard by FBI agents who were presen 
at the autopsy. Those comments were based on factors whicl 
were originally thought to be true on the night of the uu 
topsy, when there was relatively limited information avail 
able to the doctors actually performing the autopsy. 

At that time, the autopsy surgeons did not know that ther • 
had been a bullet hole on the front of the President's neck. 
The bullet hole on the front of the President's neck had bee 
obliterated by the tracheotomy performed by the Parklan 
[Hospital] doctors in Dallas. [Parkland doctors cut a hole i i 
tlic President’s windpipe in an cifort to help him breathe. | 
The autopsy surgeons, on the night of November 22, hu I 
very limited information. For example, when they started 
their autopsy, tliey knew that there was u hole at the has s 
of the back of the neck and a finger could probe betwee | 
two large strap muscles and penetrate to a very slight exten . • 
Tlie autopsy surgeons in Washington also knew that tliei j : 
had been external heart massage applied at Dallas. They uls > ! 
had the fragment of information that a whole bullet had bee i 
found on a Dallas stretcher. So it was a preliminary obscrv; - 
lion, or very tentative theory, which was advanced in tlio 
early stage of tlic autopsy, that the bullet might have pend- 
trated a short distance into the back of the President's neck 
and been forced out by external heart massage, and that tlw 
bullet might have been the whole bullet which was found ufi 
tl»c stretcher in DaUas. 
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\Vhon we first reviewed the Fill reports, we were very 0 - hcll j, ,i, CIC an reai0n 10 Mm lhal d , a nol 
mnel. e meerned with that tentative autopsy coireluram gct a ,i, 0 rougl,. comp e, cn , medical-autopsy report? 
which Ii id been formulated. But. » * we later took test.-, A f : 0 . Beyond that, lhcre * ^ reason l0 Mfev# that 
inony friin the autopsy surgeoas and had tint whole picture. wc di,l get a comprehensive, thorough, professional autopsy 
.knowing ,norc-for example, tire evidence of tire path of tire [epoi , lrom |rainedi skiUcd experts. 

bullet through tire Presidents neck, showing that it entered 0 Were there preliminary autopsy reports or memoranda 
between two large strap muscles and then went over the top o( an) . „, 3( „. erc destroyed? 

of the p coral cavity and diced the trachea and exited in a A 1 es. the record is plain that there had been a series of 
hole the front of the neek^ or at kast showing hat there 110tes .. ak „ by Dr . Hu mes at the time of the actual perform-, 
was a Inl et path through the Presidents neck, without get- ancc t( n , e aulopsy (o „ dle night 0 [ Fri d a) ., November 22V 

... "te the rmestlon of whether tire biiUct wh(ch ha(1 been destroyed wh?n he made a written-hand' 

entered or exited In he front of the neck-when this whole -autopsy report on Sunday. November 24. 

p,elure v ils presented later it was apparent that the prelum- ^ in mmd . on that point, ihat, when Dr. Humes was 

verv hail ^ " h ' °" ly >'P°" >° conduct an autopsy of the President and then 

In fact' Dr.' Humes had formulated a different conclusion. Ire tosl°w« tal^runf h^did^o^nnVT" 1 d l ’°" 
tentative as it might have been, the very next day when he !£,'«- S i' “ “T.if'T®' 

had a clanee to talk to Dr. Perry by telephone in Dallas I™,!. ' 8 P ' emlSCi wllh a fi,,e ' 

[Dr. Maholm O. Perry of Parkland Hospital, one of the doc- u r i, a< i ‘ ,, « d • j . j 

lors attending President Kennedy]. That was when he found , H * 'Sr ' ° nd i 

that then had been a bullet hole on the front of die neck. .L! “ S?SS 


before th< tracheotomy was performed. 

As the autopsy had gone along. Dr. Humes had found tl»c 


never dreaming that loose, handwritten notes would become! 
a subj. ct of some concern. 


A3 1 lie autopsy nnu gone along, ur. numes nau lounu rue _- Mar > __ • _ ». . . ... 1 

1Dr Pei ry for nrore inforination “"I and he was questioned on »L He made a formal report on it, J 

Q If tl.7 FBI had received o'copy of the final autopsy re h J ! J* ^forc tlie Commission, j 

port, completed on November 24, why did it write into its 9/* h “ le$lim0oy W th ° opcft public to 

| December 9 report the tentative conclusion the’ a bullet . . , . ^ . / 

’entered the upper back for a short distancc-and then repeat y ’ 

.that same theory in o later report dated January 13? O Mr. Spcctcr-guing now to the crucial point of whether.; 

A That is a question which would best be directed to tl»c wound in lire neck was caused by u bullet coming from I 
Fill, lie civ responses that I could give you would be my ur rear-ean you say liow it was determined Ihat 

iuferc ices, lire Federal Bureau of Investigate, may not have >'» '«•' !•»'"' <« "" bullet was m tire front, rallicr ■him lire 

hud the autopsy report when its report, dated December 9. rcar , . , . . 

was «riginally prepared. [An unimpeachable source told A Y«. I Jan tell you bow the evidence was analyzed to 
••U.S. News & World Report" the autopsy report was tie- dctcnnmc which co.»chis»o.. was aca.rate. 

•lived to the FBI on December 23.] As to the January re- The Pies,dent was found with a series of bullet wounds 
(port containing the same information, some data from the when examined both at Parkland Hospital and by the autop- 
| curllci report may have been repeated without carefully sy surgeo,is. At each place they had m.ly limited uccett. 
focusi .g on it-as such later reports frequently arc repetitious l^kland die PreSKJc.it s body was not turned 

without any special reason, except perhaps to give the reader over for a number of reasons-most spcclfiwlly because they 
the into,.nation if he missed it earlier. deal with the very grave problems of trying o rul tt) Uis 

id-, know that the FBI itself came to the same conclu-; breath,..^ which was unpaired by a hole in Ins throat, and. 

! slims hat the Commission did. Mr. Hoover testified to this, secondarily, o try to get circulation through bis body, which 
and .. .hotly in the Bureau placed any substantial credence "as impaired by a massive head wound. 

in the preliminary thoughts as reflected in the early reports. U ‘ forc thcy Cm,,d w,Ul lrt » >roblc,,U 

iTiir a i imncv ncnnnT Tlie au,0 P s y surgeons were limited, to some extent, be- 

| THE AUTOP5Y KtPUKl — cause they did not see the original hole in the front of tins 

Q Mr. Specter, can wc get a little more on the picture of make observations on what it might have been. 

' the m lopsy itself? IIow long did the autopsy surgeons have The hole on the front of the neck was visible only for a 
. with the President’s body? Did they have sufficient time to rclat.vely short period of tune by the doctors at Dallas- 
i make . thorough autopsy, or were they being pressed to dc- from be tunc they removed lm shirt and cut. away Ins tie 
I liver 1 is body to the undertaker? un ^ * ,me Dr : P«ry performed the tracheotomy. 

I A In response to a specific question like that. I would The hole on the back of the Preside.,ts neck was visible 
refer » the autopsy report. My general recollection is that for ? V?*™** by the autopsy surgeons who 

tlicy x.crc not pressed at nil, that they started on it in tlie wo i betl on hun at Bethesda Naval Hospital. 

! curly . veiling on November 22 and they worked on the body Tlie autopsy surgeons described ... detail the character- 
j through the night, and the body was not prepared for burial !«*•« of the wound on the back of the Presidents neck, and 
'until the morning of November 23. and that it was taken to:*** NVas . do ' lbt but wbat those characteristics showed . 
the White House to lie in state somewhere in the 4-to-5 a.m. :*o be • wound of entry-a round, regular hole, winch showed 
area o . November 23. it to be a point of entry. , J 

Q J o they had only a few hours in the night of the 22nd? 

A That is correct, but, to the best of my information, tlut PATH OF THE BULLET — 
is an adequate opportunity to perform a comprehensive au¬ 
topsy vport subject to supplemental studies, as, for example, Q ' v «c pictures taken of these wounds? 
were done on the brain. There was a supplemental autopsy A Yes. they were. But. before we get into that I want to 
report on the President’s .brain.__ develop this business of ex it and entry wounds. 1 lie question 
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is a very complex one, so let me continue to tell you what the ai lopsy, were the doctors in Dallas able to shed any 
the characteristics were wliich indicated what was on die light t n the wound, in the front of the throat, that had bcei 
back and what was on the front of the President. obscuicd by the tracheotomy? 

Besides the characteristics of the wound on the back of. a /.s I 'recollect it, the best information that could be 
the President's neck, os testified to under oath by the autop- provided by the Dallas doctors involved the location of the 
jsy surgeons, indicating it to be a point of entry, the fibers of wouik and its general characteristics, without any definite 
! the shirt on the back of the President and the fibers of the statem.mt as to entry or exit. 

i suit jacket on the back of the President were both pushed You must bear in mind that as each individual, in mum 
inward, and both indicated that the hole in the back of the contexts in this investigation, saw the evidence, he saw only 
President s neck was an entry hole. i a limit -d amount of the evidence. 1 i 

The fiber on the front of the shirt was incondusivc-it was:! And the overlay, as the Commission saw it, with litcrall)| : 
a slit. You could not determine in which direction the fiber thousa ids of pieces of information, is something quite dif.l 
wds pushed, nor could the nick on the tie be used to dc- • ferent from the way any individual saw one incident or parti: 
tcrmlne what was the direction of the shot. ! , of the .-vidcnce. 11 

The hole on the front of the President's neck was such); 
that, by its physical characteristics alone, it could have been ji TUC A I IT/^DCV Dir'TI IDCC 
cither a wound of entry or a wound of exit. {j 1 nc • 1 WTO T rl^-1 UKCO— 

Q Could we get to this matter of the pictures of the Pres 
ident's body? Have you seen the pictures? 

A 7 he complete set of pictures taken at the autopsy wuj J 
not made available to me or to the Commission. 1 was showi 


entry 

The reason that such a hole would be inconclusive turns on 
the consideration that the bullet which passed through the 
President's neck met virtually no resistance in the President's 
body-it struck no bone, it struck no substantial muscle. It 


passed, in fact, between two large strap muscles. It did cut ? one picture of the back of a body which was represented to 



the throat. | niissioi did not see any photographs or X rays. 

Tests were performed by wound-ballistics experts at Edge-1. Q Why were all the pictures not shown? 
wood Mel., where the composition of the President* neck.: A Because the Commission decided Unit it would no 
was duplicated, through a gelatinous solution in one ttinolc ■ p** f or those photographs, as a matter of deference to the 
through a goat-meat mixture in another, and through a third, memory of tire late President and because the Commissim 
of. I believe, horse-meat composition. And goatskin was 1] concluded tliat the photographs and X rays were not imlis 
placed on each side of the substance made to duplicate the H p Cl isablc. 

President's neck. (I The photographs and X rays would, in the thinking of the, 

, Th-* Munlichcr-Carcano rifle, which was found on the sixth j Commission, not have been crucial, because they would liavd 
fioor .if the Texas Sclioolbook Depository Building, was usedII on |y lo corroborate what the uutopsy surgeons had 
in tin experiments as was the same type of bullet found onMicUficJ to ulu ] cr oath, as opposed to adding any new facts 
. the si.etcher in Parkland Hospital. The distance of approxi-ll , 1 ^ Commission. 

i ™‘ cI ' 180 fcc ! was as 10 sc ‘ ‘he stage as closely H Q | Ms |„ „ ow> iu view of the fact that within the las 

l approximating the actual conditions as possible. B couple of years many doubts have arisen, do you or do you 

j Thj- characteristics of the entry and exit marks on the’ no t think that these photographs might ullay some of tliosa 
: gontsl in show that it is not possible to tell conclusively! doubts? 
whctler the point of exit on the goatskin, from a bullet that A U is my view now, and it has always been my view 
I ‘'ad t.avclcd through the simulated neck, would be a wound ^ a gcllcra | proposition, that the greater the quantity of rale 
i of entry or a wound of exit, because of the factors involved \ vailt evidence on any subject, the better olf the fact findc 


; in a high-powered missile which is stable when it passes 
| through a relatively porous material. 

Now, when Dr. Perry answered questions at a news con- 
ferem c called in Dallas on the afternoon of November 22. 

; os rej orted in the Commission work and as referred to in a 
•“New York Herald Tribune" report of the same day, lie was 
asked a series of hypothetical questions based on what was 
known at that time-for example, the fact that there was 
a woi nd on the front of the throat and a big wound in the 
top of the head. 

Anil Dr. Perry said that those wounds could have been ac¬ 
count, d for by having a bullet come in through tlie neck. 
! strike the vertebrae in back, and glance up through the top 
j of the head—which would be an extraordinary combination 
: but o ie which was conceivable in the light of the limited 
[iiiforn alien available to the Dallas doctors at that time. 

But when all the factors I have dcscrilicd were studied 
: in tlu context of the “overlay”—that is. all the things we 
‘had good reason to believe occurred—when they were all put 
together, the Commission concludes! that the wound in the 
front of the neck, whose characteristics were not determina¬ 
tive. v as nctually a wound of exit. 

O When Dr. Humes called from the Bethesda Naval 


is in knowing all of the material factors. 

So, from that generalization, it would follow that, even n>j 
corroborative information, photographs and X rays would a)« 
ways be lielpful. 

But that is a different question from passing on the pro 
priety of the Commission's exercise of its discretion in de¬ 
ciding, as a matter of taste, not to insist upon the photograph: 
and X rays at that time. 

Q Who ordered these photographs to be sequestered? 

A That is a question that 1 could not answer, because tin} 
limitation of my role as a Commission assistant counsel im 
posed upon me the obligation to search fur evidence, iiiclud 
ing requests, and to sift for evidence that was obtained. Ai 
answer to the question you just posed is not one within in) 
personal knowledge. 

WHAT THE SURGEONS SAID- 


Q Mr. Specter, would not those photographs, if they wen} 
available, dear up, beyond all doubt, the question o 
whether the hole in the back of the neck was higher or lowc 
than the hole in the front of the throat? 

A Thev would corroborate that wliich is already k 


w ... A 1|K . V xvou , u corroborate that winch is already known, 

Hospi ul to PurklandJHospital in Dallas, in connection with iu my opinion, has cleared up that question once and 

for all. * I 
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To follow the theory propounded by E. J. Epstein, for that nior - than one assassin might have been involved? Are 
example (that the hole in the back was lower than die hole you just «s certain that only one assassin was involved as you 
in the front, thus indicating the President could liave been are that Oswald killed President Kennedy? 
shot from the frontj-is to say that the autopsy surgeons were • A Tin converse question is much more difficult because 
perjurers, because the autopsy surgeons placed their hands on .it involvt s the proof of a negative, and it is much more dilfi- 
thc Bible and swore to the truth of an official report where Jcult to prove conclusively that something did not happen 
■they had measured to a minute extent the precise location • than it i< to prove that something did happen. 

'of the hole in the back of the President's neck, as measured j; To take the simplest illustration: If you wish to prove that! 
from other spcciGc points of the body of the President. So I John Joi.es was at Broad and Chestnut on January 1. you* 
•believe that those factors are well established on the basis {Sneed only a witness or two who saw John Jones at Broad and 
« existing record. J.Chestnut on January 1. If. on the other hand, you want to 

prove that John Jones was not at Broad and Chestnut on Jan¬ 
uary 1, you must have, over a 24-hour period, sufficient wit-j 
nesses who were looking for John Jones at that spot to prove 
that he was not there. So it is substantially more difficult to 


The photographs would, however, corroborate that which 
! the autopsy surgeons testified to. 

Let me udd one thought at this point, and that is that at 
the time the autopsy surgeons testified, in March of 1964, 
they had no way of knowing whether the pliotographs and 11 prove a negative 


X rays would Liter be available to Uic Commission, to corrob¬ 
orate or to iippeach their testimony. 

As a matter of fact. Chief Justice Warren directed a ques-jl 


tion to Dr. Humes as to whether he would change any of 
his testimony if the photographs and X rays were available 
—and the record of hearings would speak on that-and Dr. 
Humes said that he would not. 

O Where arc these photographs now? 

A I do not know. I have only licard speculation on that 
subject. Since 1 never had possession of tlicin and have not 
; talked to anyone who has, I would not at all be able to an- 
'swer that question. 

O Just to make certain (hot we understand: You feel the 
autopsy eport itself, coupled with the sworn testimony of 
the surg'ons, was adequate to establish the location of 
I wounds and the probable exit and entry points of bullets, 
;nnd that the photos and X rays would merely have been cor¬ 
roborative evidence? 

A Tin statement which you have made I think is accur¬ 
ate, with the possible limitation of what may be conceived to 
be "udeq mtc." Any lawyer or any investigator likes to have 
every conceivable piece of information available to him. 

1 do n-*t think, as an assistant counsel on the Commission, 

! that it is within any appropriate range of my autliority to 
disagree .vitlt the exercise of discretion of the Commission in 
deciding not to press for some evidence which they felt was 
only corinborutive and which they felt should be excluded 
for other reasons of taste. 

Q Mr. Specter, is there any doubt in your mind now that 
the assasdu of President Kennedy was Lee Harvey Oswald? 

A Tin evidence is overwhelming that Lee Harvey Os¬ 
wald wa> the assassin of President Kennedy. 

There can be no real doubt on llut subject, based on the 
factors ot ownership of the weapon which was found on the 
sixth floor of the Texas Schoolbook Depository Building, the 
handwril ug links to Oswald's having ordered tliat weapon, 
the fact that it is scientifically, ballistically proved beyond 
question that the whole bullet found on the stretelier in Park¬ 
land Hospital cam© from that weapon, that the two major 
fragment; found in the front seat of the presidential limou¬ 
sine cuiiH* from that weapon 

Further indications of Oswald's guilt arc his rapid exit, 
fleeing fiiiui the site of the Texas Schoolbook Depository 
Building and the later killing of Officer (J. D.J Tippit. which 
was witnessed by several people, plus photographs showing 
Oswald Kilding a rillo identified as being the Manlidier- 
Carcuno which was used 

In conjunction with a whole host of other evidence, those 
were jusi highlights which, 1 think, answer conclusively ami 
far beyond that which we normally prove in criminal cases 
that Oswald was the assassin. 

Q Do you recall any .evidence that indicated or suggested 


The very most tint can be said, and the most that was 
said by the Commission, was that no evidence came to its 
attention which in any way supported a conclusion that there 


{was a conspirator will: Oswald. 

Q Could you tell us your own personal feeling about this, 
-having delved into it so deeply? What is your own liunclr 
about it? Would you go beyond what the Commission said?; 

A I would certainly stand foursquare Ix'liind the Coimnis- j 
sion's conclusion that there was absolutely no evidence called ' 
to the Commission's attention which would indicate u co¬ 
conspirator on the case. ' 

The Commission did an exhaustive job, in conjunction 
with using research facilities from the many federal agencies, 
to see if there was any connection, for example, between 
(JackJ lltiby and Oswald, since that was the thought that 
came first to mind in terms of the possibility of a cocun- 
spiracy. 

The Commission left no stone unturned to track down Os¬ 
wald's background to the maximum extent ]Hissible, to see if 
lie had dealings with anyone else who might have been a co- 
conspirator. 

Ami also the same thoroughness was used with Buby's 
buckgimmd, to make the same determination. 

And I am confident that the Commission did the very liest 
job that could have been done under the circmns^uiecs. 

* O Did you have enough time, when you went to Dallas, 
to investigate thoroughly the evidence on such points us 
whether a shot could have come from the grassy knoll? 

A It is my view that the Commission used ample time in 
finishing its investigation and coining to its conclusion. The 
Commission svas flexible in its timetable. 

It started out with the thought that the investigation could 
be in the thicc-to-six-inonth range. When the investigation 
required more time, more time was taken. 

It was hoped that preliminary reports and drafts wuuld he j 
submitted in early June. They were submitted in only a 
couple of cases in early June. And the completion date for 
the report moved back into early July, and then to mid-July 
and early August, and then mid-September, and then late 
September. 

You must bear in mind, as we review the matter more than 
two years after the Commission's report has been published, 
drat there was great concern all around the United States— 
ami around the world, for that matter—on what were the 
facts in connection with the President's assassination. 

Some doubting Thomases, who have evidenced them¬ 
selves in prolific fashion in recent months, were also writing 
and talking before the Commission’s report caine out. Some 
of those inen who are now authors were spokesmen ut that 
time. 
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, U.S. News 6 World Report 
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. . • "Officers saw no shooting from frhe grassy knoiJ" 

. <\nd Ik* Commission felt under a duty to publish its repoidfirst shot which he Iward-which conclusion was based on the 
with re. sonuhle promptness. j factors of the speed of sound from a shot, as opposed to the' 

The ; rea of responsibility which I worked on. as shown bylspeed of a bullet, 
the not« s of testimony, was such that I was able to complete' But the Governor's testimony was weighed with great 
the dralts of reports and submit them by early June. Tire testi-care, as was the testimony of every single witness, and the 
mony cf the autopsy surgeons and the Dallas doctors and!Commission concluded tliat tire overlay of the evidence was 
.the key participants around the scene of the incident had all—** *'*- n..» 


Ikvii tu ;cn, uml the ou-sltc tests had been completed-nnd I 
was uvt ilablc in the months of June, July and August, as the 
rc|Hirls .how, to help in other areas. 

I wa> osked to go to Dallas for the Ruby polygraph iu 
mid-Jnlj and go to the West Coast to track down some mat- 
; tors relating to Ruby on some individuals we hadn’t been 
j able to locate earlier. So that, if I had wanted to perform 
any further investigation, there was ample time for me to do 
so. 

Q Could we take up specific points that arc raised by 
critics of the investigation? One is the statement that 58 of 
f )0 witnesses at the scene of the uscnssiuatiuu believe, or testi¬ 
fied, that shots came from the grassy knoll in front of the 
President's car. Why did you reject their testimony? 

A Because auditory response on tl*c origin of sliots is total¬ 
ly unreliable iu so many situations, especially wIktc you 
have the acoustical situation present at Dealcy Plaza in Dal¬ 
las, where tall buildings were present on three sides. 

The witnesses iu the vortex of the assassination evmt 
thought the contrary to what those farther away thought. 
They testified iu terms of shots coming overhead and to lltc 


such that the Governor's opinions were not followed. But ( 
every one of his opinions was fully published and set forth, 
for every reading American to see. 

O And you talked to the Governor, as counsel for the 
Commission—is that correct? 

A Better titan talk; 1 questioned him in front of a court 
reporter, wlicrc every syllable that lie uttered was taken 
down and preserved for everyone to read-after a very brief 
preliminary discussion as to Commission procedure und u 
brief session where the Coventor witnessed the Zapntder 
films [a tourist’s movie of the assassination]. But the details 
of his testimony were stenographically transcribed. 

Q llow did you determine how mony shots there were? 

A The best that can be said on the number of shots is 1 
what lit .• c*v kUikv indicates. Ami la-rc we're not dealing in 
trims ol mat hematics; we’re dealing in terms of probabilities, 
to pot it realistically. 

As to the iiuiiiIkt of shots, the witnesses testified from two j 
to six. m you could take a wide range of choice. ' 

Tlien were three spent cartridges found on’ the sixth lloor; 
ol tin* Texas Schoollxmk Depository Building. There weiv 
three v« nog men on the fifth floor at the time the President ( 


right uud rear, as the witnesses in tlx* presidential caravan was assissinated. and those young men testified that the\ 
itself said. 1 licard a sound which was later concluded to have Ixvn the 

There were officers oil the overpass who had a good view droppin ' of a Imllet easing to the floor, 
of the giussy knoll, and they saw no shooting from the knoll. Tlicix is 'record of a test, which was repeated for all 
Digesting the evidence as a whole, there simply was no cred- seven Cnnmissiuiiers on three different occasions ut the Texas 
iblc evidence that any shot came from the grassy knoll. I Sclioolb «ik Depository Building, where Chief Justice Warren 

Q Was there any evidence at all that conllictcd with the I U nd eve v oilier one of llie Commissioners stood on the fifth 


theory that the President was shot from above and behind? 

A There was no credible evidence, by which the Com¬ 
mission meant believable evidence. There were people who 
rail olf in the direction of the grassy knoll, hot tlx*re was no 
one who saw anyone on the grassy knoll with a weapon, as. 
for example, eyewitnesses did see a rifle protruding from the 
sixth floor of the Texas Schoolbook Depository Building. 

There were no ballistic marks of any shot having come 
from the area of the grassy knoll, as there were indications 
that shots came above uud to the rear—for example, the 
wound on Governor Coonally's back and the wouik! oii the 
back of tlx* President’s head, and the mark on tlic windshield 
of the presidential limousine, which indicated that at least a 
fragment of a bullet had struck the windshield from the rear. 

Q Was that mark oil the inside of the windshield? 

A Yes. 

Bear this iu mind: While some may speculate on the char 
nctcrislicx of the President’s wounds Itecuuse of the absence 
of the pictures, none can speculate with any just cause on 
! the wounds of Governor Comuilly. He took his shirt olf iu 
; front of the Commission, and wc took a look at his hack in 
the presence ol the thoracic surgeon who operated on him. 
And it was perfectly plain as to the fact that the bullet had 
struck the Governor iu the lnick and liad exited below tlx* 
right nipple at a lower angle on the front of his body. 

Q Yet the Governor is in opposition to the theory that 
that's the same bullet that went through the President— 

A Not precisely. The Governor is of the opinion that Ik* 
was struck by the second -shot-by a si Kit subsequent to the 


floor wl ere the three young men stood-and the location ol 
those inn was pinpointed by a photograph taken ut the time 
of tlx* assassination l»v a photographer in a car iu the presi-’ 
dential motorcade. In that context, all the Commissioners' 
hoard a sound which they later concluded, and which the; 
Gonunisiion as a whole later concluded, was the sound ol a; 
sliell which had fallen to the lloor. 

Based on tlx presence of three spent shells on the sixth] 
lloor of lx* Texas Sclmollmok Depository Building, the Com¬ 
mission concluded that most probably three shots were fired. 

*llic i total recovered from the stretcher and the presiden¬ 
tial car indicated one whole bullet and fragments ol another' 
bullet, which indicated that there would have to have Urn 
at least wo bullets fired. 

The conclusion that three shots were fired then led to the 
iiiterate * that one shot might have missed or that one shot 
might have disappeared totally. If there had Itceit other shots, 
which L- highly doubtful, in the light of all we know-there 
is ito rei uiant or trace of evidence to indicate that there were 
such otl er shots. 

Q No spectator was struck that day in Dallas? 

A There were reports that objects did strike in other parts 
of Deal* y Plaza, which would l»c consistent with a third shot 
missing or even with a fragment from the shot that hit the 
Presidei l’s head striking in that area. 

Q Wiat about the mark on the curbstone, Mr. Specter? 
Was tlu re not a mark on a Dallas curb that indicated either 
a bullet or a fragment of a bullet struck the curbstone? 
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A 'i’li-re was such an indication, and the best thinking; 
was that it might well have liecii caused by a bullet. 

Hut, there again, it could not be ascertained with precision 
that it was caused by an event at the specific time of the 
' assassin; lion. 

As in so many things, the most that could be said about 
the tangible physical evidence was that it was consistent 
with consequences which the Commission found to have oc¬ 
curred. 

Q What about the charge that the pieces found from one 
bullet add up to more than the bullet would have weighed 
originally? 

A It is not correct that there were pieces which would be 
in excess of what the bullet weighed. If you are referring to 
fragments which were found of what probably was the bul¬ 
let which hit the President’s head-there were two substantial 
fragments found in the front seat of the car, one weighing 
40-somc grains and one weighing 20-some grains. A whole 
bullet weighed between 160 and 161 grains. 

Q Out what about the other bullet, the one that was 
found on the stretcher at Parkland Hospital, which presum¬ 
ably passed through the President’s body and the Governor’s 
body? That bullet, plus the pieces found in Covcrnor Conu.il- 
ly, is said by critics of the Commission to add up to more r 
than 160 or 161 grains— 

A The mathematics docs not support that criticism even 
though the whole bullet which was found on the stretcher: 
had lost relatively little substance. 

The substance which was deposited principally in the Gov¬ 
ernor's wrist was so light that it could not even bo xvciglied. 

It was described by Dr. Crcgory, the orthopedic surgeon, 
its being in the postage-stuinp-weight category. So that by 
taking the best estimates of the weight of the metallic frag¬ 
ments deposited in the parts of the bodies, tlierc was still a 
sufficient weight deferential so that those small deposits 
would be consistent with having come from the bullet on 
the stretcher. 

Q Where did the bullet that was found on the stretcher 
conic from? 

A There was u bullet found on a strutclicr in Parkland 
Hospital on the day of the assassination, as the Warren He- 
port points out and as testimony shows. Tire bullet was 
identified as most probably coming from Covcrnor Con- 
nally’s stretcher. 

Here again, the hospital attendants were not cognizant of 
the fact that a bullet was about to drop olf a stretcher, ami 
they didn’t maintain a chain of evidence such as would lie 
highly desirable if we were to introduce matters in a Phila¬ 
delphia criminal ease. 

Hut the bedelothes from President Kennedy’s stretcher 
were wrapped up, and other definite evidence indicated that 
this hullct was not from President Kennedy's stretcher and 
that it was from a stretcher that was in an urea wliero a 
stretcher was located which had been used for Covcrnor 
Cniinally. 

Q Is this the bullet, identified as exhibit 3DO, that is 
thought to have passed through President Kennedy’s body 
nnd then through Covcrnor Counally’s body and subsequent-. 
ly dropped out of the Governor’s body on the stretcher? 

A The most probable conclusion is tliat it did just that. 
Hut 1 think it is important to note that the conclusion that 
•one bullet went through the President's neck and indicted 
.all the wounds on the Covemor was not a prerequisite to 
. the Commission’s conclusion that Oswald was the sole assas- 
1 sin. 

The point is often made that such a conclusion is indis¬ 
pensable to a single-assassin finding, but that is not so. 


As a matter of fact, the original thought, before tlu.\C«m- 
missiou conducted its extensive investigation, was—or the 
preliminary thinking was-that a single bullet passed through 
the President’s neck, a second bullet struck the Covemor, 
and a third bullet hit die President's head. 

During the course of the investigation, the Commission 
concluded the probabilities were Uiat the same bullet that 
passed through die President's neck also struck the Governor, j 
but that finding is not a sine qua non for the conclusion that j 
Oswald was die sole assassin. j 

Q Does it disturb the conclusion at all that Oswald-und 
Oswald alone—was the assassin? 

A It does not, because diere was sufficient time for three 
shots to have been fired even if one bullet did not strike 
both the President and the Governor. 

Q You say dicre was time for three shots within the time 
sequence established by the Zaprudcr films of die shooting) 
and die time required for working the bolt action of the 
rifle? ( 

A That is correct. The time span ran between 4.8 and 5.0 > 
seconds, from the instant of the neck wound, assuming the 
President responded immediately, to the impact of the head 
wound. 

And it cannot be ascertained with any more precision, bo- 
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There was no oilier b’j5:e? 

cause approximately .8 of a second was consumed while the 
President's car went behind the road sign and out of view; 
of the Zapruder film. 

j The i ifle could be fired as rapidly as 2.3 seconds between • 
|shots. Cut bear this in mind: When you fire three times, tin.*; 
; first slut is not token into account in the timing sequence, j 
j This print is missed repeatedly by the would-be critics of, 
j the Con-mission report. j 

For • sample, aim is taken: Bangl-at least 2.3 seconds 
must piss while the bolt action is worked and aim is taken 
j again; i.angl-2.3 seconds again for bolt action and aim;, 
bang! S > that three shots can be fired within a 4.6-sccond 
range o! time. 

Q Bi t didn’t the film show that the President was hit and 
; then 1,’i seconds later Covemor Connally showed signs of 
j having l-ccn hit? 

L A T! c film, in my opinion, does not lend to such pre¬ 
cision a. to pin down exactly in which frame of the film it 
was that Governor Connally was struck. 

The film is two-dimensional, and it was viewed by many 
of us on hundreds of occasions, but you simply cannot be so 
precise is to tell exactly where it was that Governor Con- 1 
nally wis struck. And if you think you can establish the I 
framc-i s the Covernor himself indicated in his opinion-you' 
still do not know precisely where President Kennedy was 1 
when President Kennedy was struck on the first occasion.j 
! So Art the events of the assassination just cannot be re¬ 
duced to mathematical certainty by use of a stop watch and 
the Zapruder film, notwithstanding all of our efforts to re¬ 
create it with minute precision through the on-site tests 
which mo made late in May. 

Q What do you say to the critics who build on entire ease 
of doubt in this area on these figures of time, indicating that, 
the theory of a single shot hitting President Kennedy and 
Governor Connally is vital to the whole finding of the Com¬ 
mission? 

A 1 think that some critics have chosen to seize on the 
single-shot theory as a way of charging that there was a ra-' 
tionalc of the assassination constructed for ulterior purposes.- 
Actuall), the single-shot theory is not an indispensable fac- 
; tor for the Commissions conclusion. 


In fait, it was a theory reached after exhaustive study and; 
unolysis. largely because of the factor that when the car was- 

lined up, us we lined it up in Dallas, and you looked through 
!tho Oswald rifle, ns the assassin must have stood, based on 
nil the other independent evidence, the bullet which went 
through the President's neck would most certair.ly-or per¬ 
haps I should say only most probably-have liad to strike 
either some occupant in the car or something else in the car. 

And the car was subjected to a minute examination hours 
, after the assassination and nothing was struck in the car 
i which would account for a major impact caused by a high- 
velocity bullet having lost so little impact by going through 
the President's neck. 

Q In this same general area of questions, what about the 
clean bullet? How could this bullet-exhibit 399-pass 
through two bodies, hilling at least some bones iu Covernor 
Connally, without being distorted or dirtied? 

A The Commission had an extensive series of tests con¬ 
ducted by the wound-ballistics experts, at Edgowood, Md., 
of the United States Army. In these tests, an anesthetized 
goat was shot to simulate—to the greatest extent possible— 
tho impact of a bullet on a rib with a glancing blow such 
as was given to Covernor Connally, as shown by the X ray. 


fcwssd anywhere in She car" 

Quite a number of tests were made until one was 
’achieved with just the sort of a glancing blow on a rib that 
jwas given to tire Governor. Naturally we couldn't reproduce 
'a human body of tire same girth, but tire difference in di¬ 
mension was taken into account. 

Then cadaver wrists were used to test the wound of the 
Coventor's wrist. And, as a matter of fact, reconstructed 
skulls were used to test the head shot on the President. 

, All of this, when put together, showed that it was entire¬ 
ly possible for a bullet to have gone tlrrough the President's 
neck, lost little velocity, then to have gone through tire Cov¬ 
entor's chest, grazing a rib, but again not striking anything 
•in a smashing fashion. 

| It would Itave come out wobbling, as indicated by the 
l large wound on tire front of the Covernor, and then it would 
{have tumbled tluough the Governor's wrist, 
j And there was much independent evidence us to why 
I the wrist wound was caused by a tumbling bullct-for ex- 
iample, the damage done to a nervte and the taking of the 
iclothing into tire wound, and a whole host of factors were 
j analyzed by tire orthopedic surgeon to indicate that it was 
not a pristine bullet—which means a bullet which had struck 
nothing else—that went through the wrist. 

. And the tumbling bullet would Itave explained the wound 
‘on the volar aspect of the Governor's wrist, and the bullet, 
which would have lost so much velocity, would uccount for 
tire slight wound on the Governor's thigh. 

The Governor himself thought it likely that the same bul¬ 
let iiiUictcd all of bis wounds, and all of the doctors who at¬ 
tended the Covemor thought so. 

All of die experts from Edgewood, Md.—tire Army wound 
.ballistics pcoplc-came to the same conclusion. 

I Also, there was no other bullet that was found anywhere 
in the car, which would have accounted for the bullet 
which indicted the Coventor's wounds. And we do know that 
his leg, to say nothing of his wrist, was substantially lower 
.than the level of the top of tire doors; that, if u bullet bad 
hit his leg, it would have been u curious twist of physics for 
it to have ended up outside of the car completely. 

Q How do you explain the apparent coniiict between Os¬ 
wald's record as a poor marksman and the extraordinarily ex¬ 
cellent marksmanship that he displayed on the day of Mr. 
Kennedy's assassination? 

A It is not true tlrat Oswald was u i>oor marksman. 

Tire Commission examined the details of his record os a 
nark man with the Marine Corps, going over the original 
documents of his training, which 1 believe were published 
;rs pa l of die Commission’s report. 

Th i experts in Marine training appeared before the Com¬ 
mission—it was a deposition, but it was available to the Com¬ 
missi. n-who characterized his ability as n marksman, and 
they -aid that he was a reasonably good shot and, compared 
to Chilian standards, would be classified as a very good shot, 
peril;.i>s even better. 

Wl at must be Ironic in mind on that subject is the nature 
of th • shot which was presented by the situation. Bear in 
mind that as the assassin stood in the sixth-floor window,, 
with die rifle pointing out, as described by several eye- 
w.tne ses at the sccnc-lhc angle of pointing-lhat it was 
prncti ally a straight line with Elm Street, as Elm Street 
proce -ds on a slight decline, so that tiierc was no necessity 
for ai y abrupt shifting of the line of aim of the marksman 
as lie fired multiple shots. 

It x.as only a matter of working the bolt action and keep¬ 
ing it in the sam e line. And, at a shot under 100 yards with 
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a font-power scope, the experts concluded that it was not an So all of the evidence tied lordlier to indicate that Os- 
extrsu idiuurily didicult shot. wald in fact brought the weapon into the Touts Schoolbook 

Q .Vas the rifle's telescopic sight accurate or inaccurate. Depository Building under the pretext of having curtain rods, 
under examination by the experts? It has been alleged that Q Were you at all disappointed or handicapped by the 
lie ha-1 a defective sight— fact that the Dallas police did not keep a record of their 

A * 'es. interrogation of Oswald? ; 

Bill, here again, what we are dealing with is the evidence a Well, there again, 1 believe that the more comp re- 
after i he lact. The weapon was found a good distance from licnsive tin: evidence is. the better it would have been. Butj 
the print of the place where the assassin stood, and it was, I do not believe that the absence was a major obstacle or: 
in fad. found over near the stairs leading down and cut of the j hindrance. 

luiildi ig. Q There have been charges that there is u plot afoot to 1 

Tilli leads to a very reasonable inference tliat, when the conceal evidence. If some high olficials, say, had been in! 
shooti ig was completed, the man took the rifle with him to the business of deliberately concealing evidence, do you • 
see what he encountered, and, as he got near the steps to exit think it would have been possible to do it? 
from lie building, he most assuredly didn’t place it on the a 1 think it would have been absolutely impossible for | 
ground with great care to preserve it for its next use; lie gave the autopsy surgeons to perjure themselves. They would have 
it n p<city good toss, by all standards which arc reasonable, to be in league with numerous other people who were pres-} 
that could have damaged the sight. cut in the room where tlie autopsy was conducted, including I 

It would be hard to think otherwise, under the circum- Secret Service agents and FBI agents and a whole host of 
stance .-which goes to point up the great difficulty of ex- people. 

aminii g evidence, even after one event has transpired, and Wlieu the Commission was formed, President Johnson took 
drawing finite conclusions about its condition before that great pains to select Commissioners who liad high standing 
event. and who were independent of the Government or the so- 

Q i Iuch is also made, Mr. Specter, of the report that the called bureaucracy in Washington. When the Commission | 
first p dice officer identified a different rifle-a Nlauser-as then went out to organize its stalf, it did not select people j 
compared to— who had ties or allegiances to Government who might have j 

I A Well, the Manlichcr-Carcano, which it was identified been beholden to some department or another ipr their jobs,; 
ns being, apparently had a rcboring of the hole, and you're but. instead, chose men of outstanding reputation, like Joel 
dealing with a rifle which had many characteristics of the Ball from California, a leader of the California bar for many 
Mauser. . years and a professor there noted for his work in criminal 

Thai is the type of error which could have easily been dcfcusc. 
made. Similar selections were made on an independent basis 

Thai type of error in identification on a fast glance is rcl- from New York and Chicago and Des Moines uiul New Or- j 
utivcly unimpressive in the light of the more detailed evi- leans and. Philadelphia and in Washington-so that every j 
deuce which ballistically proved that the Manlichcr-Carcano conceivable pain was taken to select people who were totally ; 
fired the bullet found on Connally's stretcher, and the frag- independent, which is hardly the way you set out to organ-! 
incuts in the front scat of the presidential limousine—and in izu a truth-concealing commission. 

that urea we deal with a precise scicnce-or with the Q Oswald did some pretty fast traveling the fir>t -13 or] 
evidence showing the purchase of that weapon from 40 minutes after the assassination. Arc you completely satis- j 
, Klein's mail-order house, or with the photographs which fi c d that lie would have been physically able to get to ull 1 
j show Oswald holding a weapon like that one and with the these places nt the limes he is said to have appeared? ' 
identification by Oswalds widow-all of which ought to a Yes. By way of elaboration. Chief Justice Wurrou him- ! 
;l>c reviewed by the critical reader U the same time they self carried a stop watch from the window of the sixth floor 
hear that a police oificcr made a contrary tentative identifi- in the Texas Schoolbook Depository building and made the 
j cation. 'long walk down one corridor and up another and over to 

j Q There is no doubt in your mind that this was the mur- -J tlic dimly lighted steps where lie descended four flights to 
'dcr weapon—the Manlichcr-Carcano rifle that Oswald had " the second floor to see if he could get to the Coke machine 

int the time on the sixth floor of the Schoolbook Depository- ' _ ___ . 

A None whatsoever. . t • * 

Q Is it possible that there were any other weapons or 
that there could have been any switch of weapons? 

A All that can be saK0»:i tli?*^>ject of whether there, 
jwcrc any other weapons't.r any switch of weapons is that 
! the painstaking investigation showed no evidence of any; 
other weapon, or any switch. 

Q What about the discrepancies in witnesses' testimony 
with respect to the length of the paper bag that was said 
to have been used by Oswald to bring the rifle into the 
' building? 

i A The Commission concluded that the general descrip- 
| tion of the paper bag was such that it fitted the weapon 
which Oswald used. 

The background on that situation was that Oswald had 
said that he was bringing in curtain rods for bis room. Later 
it was determined that his room had curtains and rods. The 
weapon was placed at the house that Oswald came from on 
the Friday morning. ___ 
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. • • • "There has no? been a scinviHa of new evidence" 

within the time allotted to Oswald. I saw him click the sec-;siou uadc available all this evidence because it welcomed 


( ond h: ud o(f, and he made it. 

Q Did he go the whole route, to the bus, to die taxicab 
jover to the Oak Clift section of Dallas? 

A He didn't take the whole route, but I think die tough-] 
cst laj was from the window to the Coke room. 

Q Was the rest of it timed by somebody else? 

A < >h, absolutely. 

Q Did you ever find where Oswald got his ammunition 
for thi t rifle? 

A ' hat is not squarely within my area of investigation. 
Dut tc the best of my knowledge the source was pinpointed, 
becaure we did obtain other ammunition for the tests which 
were i lade by the wound-ballistics experts. 

Q Did the Commission ever have anyone except Oswald| 
under suspicion os the possible perpetrator of this crime? 

A The evidence at no time indicated that there was any 
other Mrpetralor of the offense. But 1 think it sliould be 
noted that the Commission, contrary to some assertions, did 
•not sti rt with the preconceived notion tliat Oswald was tlic 
assnssi i. -The Commission, 1 think, did its utmost, and in 
fact, did maintain an open mind on that subject and surveyed 
the c\ idcncc l>cfore coming to its conclusion. 


the f>cc rein of inquiry and expression on this point. It's a 
fiec •■uuntry, and people may formulate their own conclu¬ 
sions. But the evidence—sifted carefully and taken as a whole 
—1 tl ink, forcefully supports the Warren Commissions find¬ 
ings ; ud conclusions. 

O -Vs the district attorney of a big city, do you feel you 
could have successfully prosecuted the case against Oswald 
on th .• basis of evidence dug up by the Warren Commission? 

A That would have been a hard one to lose. 

Q If you had been on a jury hearing the case, would yon- 
have voted for hanging? 

A Well, now, you ask a question about penalty. 1 think 
that, ''ii the question of innocence or guilt, realistically viewed, 
tlicre was no area of doubt as to Oswald's being the us&cssin. 

W1 cn you move beyond tliat into the proofs of negatives, 
you i ivolvc llie complex matters we have already discussed, j 
I v ould say tliat, in my years of experience as an assistant 
distri- t attorney and as district attorney of Philadelphia, I ; 
have never scon a case presented in a courtroom that is as; 
convi icing as is the case against Oswald wlicre there are not’ 
numerous eyewitnesses to the crime. ; 

I s lould add that 1 have never seen the resources devoted ; 


Q Did Oswald have any connection with the FBI orh 0 ,| lt ,ki,. n ,,j, U iion of the truth ns weie the resources o» the 
any ol icr Government agency? 

Alo the IxbU of my knowledge, no. 

Q Mr. Specter, here is a specific statement from one of 
the bonks about the Warren Commission that has attracted 
wide attention: “The fact that the autopsy surgeons were 
not nb'c to find a path for the bullet is further evidence that 
the hi llct did not pass completely through the President's 
body.” What is your answer? 

A I>r. Iluincs traced the path of the bullet through tlic 
President's laxly, and I can give you a citation to his testi¬ 
mony un the point. 

Q I i that statement from the book false? 

A tiller alia -among others. 1 don't know the word for 
"many ' in Latin, or I would say: “Among many otliers." 


United States of America devoted in this case. v \Vo simply 
lcaiim l investigate a matter which arises from u killing in | 
Philadelphia County with the kind of thoroughness tliat wai. 
used mi tlic Kcnncdy-assassination investigation. There has ’ 
lx.cn no equal of this kind of inquiry, not only in Phila¬ 
delphia. but anvwlicrc. to my knowledge. 

O To put it another way: If Oswald had lived and had a 
good criminal lawyer working vigorously with all the ele¬ 
ments in this case, could reasonable doubt have been created 
in the minds of a judge or a jury? 

A On the basis of the evidence which I lwivc reviewed. I 
think that it is as certain as the presentation of any case can 
be in court tliat Oswald would liavc been convicted. 

O Here is another statement from o book on this suhjccti 


Q What do you think of the "two Oswalds" thcory-thc '*T1, C case of the stretcher bullet illustrates the limits of the 
prexun ption that Oswald might have had accomplices, that investigation. In 10 days or even in 10 weeks, a single hiw- 
!person. resembling Oswald or giving his name were seen at! Ycr could not exhaust nil the facts and possibilities in such n 


times i ud places when Oswald was somewhere else? 


A Cli, well, why not make it three Oswalds? Why stop (cr s „ cm 0 „l y about 10 
wjthlvo? | Quite obviously, he had 

1 be icve that that is the type of speculation which will be ant i nc dcct sonic of the n 


' broad area os the basic facts of the assassination. Aden Spec- 

“ days on his investigation in Dallas, 
to concentrate on major problems 


. . , _ . aI ,d neglect some of the more minor ones. • • 

engaged in for centuries where there is an event of such mag- , a fhe author is sweeping in his criticism, but not spccihc 

lhC “ ali0n ° f 3 8rCat ’U * ***** up what "minor pnib.cms," as he theories; 

Within the past few years, there have been books appear- that 1 spent more than 10 days ini 

lugon llic Lincoln assassination advancing new theories as 10 D „ 1 in Mbs accounted for 1 

. wl '° V cr, """“ ls were. And I Honk .ha, there will be ,1m ^“', , ilKir . )aIl o( investitive work which wm don.' 

I Sm rdtvZr y a “ ,i00 dUring '" y dor niy'areas !If i.u.uhy-.nm, Jf which was performed, oh- 

ion.. • , ... iyjouslv bv fedend investigative agencies. sioee the Oiimois- 

!,„?.ll 2 >OU ‘ n n "^ 0f ,C , C, " ,C j “ mmcl,ls °! 1 Isioo lawyers could no, do all of (lie loves,if-;.,ion. 

' ; n ;V ny "T bCy ° nd " ha ' " as On live qn.„a„on von jus, read relating ,o ,hc l.olle, on ,1,0 

;opcd by U,e Commission? areleber. .here are o,her references In a preconceived nolion 

A Theic has no, been a scintilla of new evtdcnco dis- ,| ie author, the Connuission lawyer bad. Hu, wlia, 

bfv Zb'lL, 1 ? V°f 5 ’ "? ° my knowledgc-cer- J ^.experienced enough to have understood, when lie 

± r "™> Zd my of those witnesses where ..ing was 


closed 
tuiuly 

every line of each of the books which liavc been written. 

In tlic books I liavc seen, they arc basically a taking of the 
Commission evidence, which was set forth bountifully, and a 
reconstruction in accordance with what tlic authors or otlicrs 
may liavc formulated to be their views on the events. 

It's important to cniplusize that point: that the Cominis- 


iny questioning 
set forth, is this: 

1 went to Parkland Hospital in Dallas, for example, and 
interviewed everybody at Parkland Hospital in the course <>f| 
a relatively few hours, some 20-odd witnesses. But I did no 
go there with a tabula rasa to work on, to start gathering 
names and information likely to be needed. 
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1 appeared at Parkland Hospital having reviewed files of- 
materials as to what preliminary investigation lud shown. 

So I sent ahead a list of witnesses wltoin I wanted to see. 
so I could get to the heart of the matter and question under 
oath and in more detail perhaps than the previous interviews 
had been conducted and for the public to read at a later 
date. 

Tire preliminary information had already been given to 
me, and I could move in u relatively straight line to tlte in¬ 
formation 1 sought, because there had already been extensive • 
investigations conducted. 

This is virtually always done in uny nutter where an at- • 
torncy comes in to look over tlic evidence-this spade work . 
has been done. Otherwise, lie would have to sift through hun¬ 
dreds of witnesses to come to the point where we began that' 
line of questioning on those specific witnesses at Parkland. 
Hospital. 

Q Did the Commission deny any witnesses the right to be 
heard or refuse to hear anyone claiming to liave pertinent* 
information? 

A Absolutely not. In fact, the converse was true. The 
Commission went far and wide to solicit infoinution froni 
every conceivable source whatsoever. 

Q It lias been reported that some members of the Com-' 
mission did not attcud all the meetings. And the presump- 
;tlon is that this ulfccts tho credibility, or reliability, of liie’ 
Commission report. Was it, in fact, necessary for every mein- 
her of the Commission to be present at all times? 

; A It certainly could not be categorized as u necessity. 
Obviously, tho more everyone knows, tlie better would be the 
position for making judgments and conclusions. Dut, even 




i 


. . . "We did have time to do a responsible and thorough job' 

. . . . . , . ........ And the rcnorl was written and rewritten in haste tu• 

lliouii, « «nin.l»h.icr wu not present :,, a hcwmB.1110 “*j b ‘ (ic , (or ,| lc ollicial theory." What b ya.tr; 

script or notes of testimony, was available and was circulated mai c ^ * M,,v 

for all lire commUsioncrs. .“Trite sweeping generalization of that statement is not,.-' 

IJu. as a preliminary to evaluating a matter of that so, . . A 1 he ^oepi 6 6 ^ conc , usioil Uial ....thing was 

must Ik? rciiiemlicrcd that, when the President asked Chief omy ioi h* i >*• , , ,,r 

luslic • Earl Warren to serve as chairman of this Commission. done r J8** l .°t ? 11 :. 1 . '.. * r ,i u ...l l0 * r 

ilic did so will, the full knowledge that die Chief Justice lud generalization indicates the motivation of the author. 

• very heavy responsibilities on the Supreme Court. * a< * s ar p < l ui e . 1 r ,i I 

; Th • same applied to Senator Russell, who had very heavy *1 >" ! 

iduller- in his senatorial committees, and as well as Senator woikcd hard, but, y P • responsible! 

j Coop T. And. in selecting Representatives Ford and Boggs, wcie under pressure as f *^ n > 'vl»o cl^ , 

the P csidei.t picked two of the busiest members on’the Hill. i°b ,n *b> s ^mitry* Uu ‘ ,„.r«>ssirv the times 

Th i same would apply to Allen Dulles and John McCloy. res,»onsiblc and thorough job.nuid close at- 

*.f ?** —"f " -.So ">»> «« <* ^ Jus.icc I 

vane, that a great deal of work would have to be performed ten non to me ww* v i„v«wti-‘ 

by staff, will, the commissioners themselves exercising the ^ wcro'thc other wmmivdoncrs in tens of know-! 

' sion*'naki'ig U ,VC $ ^'Vh^nJ ^derstanding and participating in the scope u.ul : 

Q One critic has written this: “The Commission did „ot depth of the Commission's work. it was 

do nil adequate investigative job. did not weigh all the data I behove the, Commissions work was 
! carefully, rushed through its work, had no investigative staff .painstaking and it compiled tbc most cnmplclc l 1 
lof it. own, and a few overworked lawyers, who, in a very !was possible under the circumstanccs-and, I tliuik. Ucar.y 

; short time, had to interview and check hundreds of wU- adwputc^wrt ^ ^ ^ |h<j Fcdcra i Govcrn „, c „f, 
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own investigative agencies impair the impartiality or clfcc- 
tiveness of the investigation? 

A In choosing the ideal tools available, it would have 
been highly desirable to have a totally independent investi¬ 
gative force from some oilier land, coupled with commission¬ 
ers who could work full time on the project at hand, 
.coupled further with unlimited lawyers to do every conceiv- : 
able job possible. 

: Uut. even with the might of the United States Government* 
;ut one's disposal, it is nut |>ossible to organize an iuvwtigu-j 
'five team from thin air. So it was a very reasonable choice to! 
•have basic material sifted by federal agencies of one sort orj 
j another. 

Where the Commission chose not to rely upon a particular | 
, federal agency, it had many others to choose from. When I 
i that work was done, there was a substantial staif left to cull 
, through the material stud make an independent analysis. 

1 think tl»e independence of the Commission is dcinnustrat-' 
; ed by its candid criticism of the Federal bureau of lnvesti- 
| gutiou and tl»e Secret Service. 

Where criticism was appropriate, tlw Chief Justice and the ! 
!oilier commissioners did not shirk tlieir responsibility to set It! 
foitli. < 

O Did you also use any private uud independent means! 
of investigation? , * 

A Absolutely. Wlien it came to the <|tic'tion of double- 
check on ballistic material, there were independent experts 
brought in who liad no Federal Government connections. 
•When it came to tlic question of the depth of some of the 
; tests—such as those made by tlie wound-ballistics people— 
tlicy were from the Army, but they were the l>est experts 
{available. So t lie re was a wide scope of federal talent used, 
land substantial noufederal talent used as well. 

O If you had this to do over again, arc there uuy changes 
| in methods or procedure that you would recommend? 
j A Inevitably in the course of a lengthy investigation, { 

, there arc procedures which would bo improved upon. But Ij 
Jdo not believe tliat the ultimate conclusions of the Cominis-; 
siou would be alfected in any way by any change in methods | 
or procedures. 

O Would you say that any covcr-up of evidence in this* 
case would mean, in clfcct, that a large number of reputable: 
people were in collusion? 

A Well, I think that is the precise tinust of some of the- 
.material which has been written—tint a conspiracy of deceit; 
|goes into the upper echelons of the Commission itself, per- 
meates its ranks, and is widespread throughout everything” 
the Commission has done. 

I think it is preposterous to suggest that the Chief Justice j 
or any oilier commissioner would conceal the truth from the ’ 
American people, or that reputable federal oliiccrs would 
perjure tl»em selves. i 

IF INQUIRY WERE REOPENED- 

Q Do you think anything new could be brought out by a 
j reopening of this investigation? 

j A I do not believe that a reopening of the investigation 
•would disclose any additional evidence, based on all that 
; which is known at the present time. 

But I would not make any statement which would be in 
opposition to any such reopening of an investigatin')'mst as I 
would not make any statement that would suggest limita¬ 
tion on any scholar's work in reviewing, analyzing or dis¬ 
agreeing with anything the Commission has said. Its a free 
country. 


